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PRACTICES 


REFORMATION 


OF THE 
Cnoncn of ENGLAND, 0. 


HE Cotto ert being Aeady 
ſwoln to too voluminous, a Bulk 
I ſhall be as ſhort in my Animad- 
; verſions, as the Nature of my 


| Subjes will bear; and becauſe that Part of 


the Argument which relates to Tradition, 
has receiv'd a particular Reply from the 


Pen of that learned Gentleman, with whom 


I have the Honour to be join'd in the Ob- 
jections of the No juſt Grounds, I ſhall wave 
this preliminary Diſpute, and proceed im- 
mediately to the Point, hen have taken 
notice of two or three Paſſages that ſeem 
to carry in them ſtrong Lines of Reflection, 
8 to give the Advantage on the Anſwerer's 
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„d NoJuſftient Reaſon, not withſtanding hi 
© * Infhnnation, that his Opponents ſet ug 
radition againſt Scripture, had given n 
Proof, that the Traditions inſiſted upon, 
contradicted the Divine Writipgs, or that 
they made any thing neceſſary which the 
© (4) Ap. p. Scripture does not make (a) ſo. To this the 
* 455 learned Anſwerer replies, Does this Gent le- 
"= man then write at a Venture, and undertake to 


( notyhe might have ſeen this proyed plain enqugh + 
in the No ſufficient Reaſon, p. 24, 25, 26. 
No juſt and other () Places. This indeed is a pretty 
Gr, p. 12. odd Conſequence. No Body can read thoſe 
. Pages without acknowledging their Force, 
and ſubmitting to Conviction. To declare 
their Inſufficiency, is to affirm we have not 
ſeen them, and not to commend them, is 
not to know them. This is the Subſtance 
and Effect of the Paragraph. But let us ſee 
whether the Pages will ſupport the Chara- 
Rer he has given them. The firſt in the Ci- 
= tation is this.“ When our Saviqur makes 
© c not the leaſt mention of any thing more 
* te in his Euchariſt ick Cup than t, Fruit of 
* the Vine, and yet humane Tradition is 
. en to, for making a Mixture of 
Water, of which our Saviour ſays not a 
* Tittle, as though it were as neceſſarily 
* incumbent upon all Chriſtians as the Wine 
e it ſelf, of which he makes expreſs menti- 
| * on: Here is a manifeſt Oppoſition. be- 
(e) No ſuf. © tween Scripture and (c) Tradition.” Is not 
Rea. p. 24. this very convincing Proof? To beg the 
QQAueſtion in Diſpute, and ain 


the Neceſſity of an Alteration,'that-the:Author ' 


anſwer Books wit hous reading them ? I he does 
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' of the Premiſes, is unexpeſted Reaſoning! 


The Signification of the Fruit of the Vine 18 
one part of the Controverſy; but this Gen- 


tleman takes it for granted that it meang 


mere Wine, and from that Suppoſition 
draws his Conſequence. However, if the 
Fruit of the Vine did ſignify Wine, his Ar- 
gument wou'd be of no Force, becauſe our 
$aviour's declaring there was Wine in the 
Cup, does by no means ſhew there was no- 


thing elſe in it; and ſince the Scriptures 


make the Cup itſelf neceſſary, and Tradi- 


tion is only appealed to for the Ingredients 
_ of the Cup, it is evident Tradition makes 
nothing more neceſſary than the Scripture 


nn : 
In the ſame manner, and of the ſame 


Force are the Proofs of the two other Pa- 


* The firſt ſuppoſes there is no Ground 
n Scripture-for Prayer for the Dead, and 
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the other takes it for granted that the Form 


of Oblation contended for is not warrant- 
ed by the Inſtitution. But ſurely this Me- 
thod of treating an Argument does not 
merit the Appellation of Proof. 

The next Paſſage to be conſidered is this, 
that whereas S. Jerome had been urged as 
an Evidence for Tradition, the, learned 
Anſwerer replies, that the Words quoted 


from him are ſpoken as from a (d) Luciferian. (d)No juſt 


But ſince this Objection has been confuted 


Gr. p. 20. 


by the learned Author of the Vindication, 


who has ſhe wn from Inſtances, that the Lu- 
ciferian Argument was allowed by the Or- 
thodox, 1 ſhall refer the Reader to what is 
laid upon that (e) Occaſion. 

The third Miſtake which I ſhall take no- 
tles of, is much too great to beuſher'd in ach 
FTI a IT | - uc 


(e Vindic. 
of theRea. 
c. par. 
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Ht ſuch Strains of Security and Inſinuation. 
| The third Sentence alledged from Tertullian 
(No juſt in Defence of Tradition, was, ſays this ( 
Sr. p 24. Author, not to be thought at all pertinent 
| without ſome Artifice.to help it, and therefore. 
is :repreſented_. imperfectly to make it paſſable, 
And what is this Artifice > Why the Eiſi 
non is left out. A ſtrange Artifice indeed, 
that cites only ſo much of a Quotation as 
relates to the Subject for which it is produ- 
ced, and neglects the Particles by which it 
is connęcted to a different Diſcourſe! Eiji 
non ita evaderet &c. wou'd have been an 
| imperfe& and abrupt Sentence; whereas 
| Tertullian's Mind was as well conveyed 
without the two firſt Words as with them. 
But this will not be acknowledged by — 
learned Anſwerer, who objects farther, that 
by neglecting the Conjunction and the Ad- 
| verb, a meer Suppoſition of a Poſſibility was 
Old ibid, Made 4 poſitive 7 Aſſertion. But how does 
he prove this? Why he gives you Tertulian's 
_ Words, Etfi xon ita evaderet conlatio ED 
turarum, &c. and tranſlates them thus. Tho' 


o 


0 
| 4 comparing of Scriptures ſhould happen to leave 
* the Argument equal on both Sides; a Tranſla- 
tion directly oppoſite both to the Letter, as 
himſelf has quoted it in the Line before, and 
to the Meaning of the Author. To the 
Letter; becauſe that ſays expreſly, though a 
4 comparing of Scriptures ſhould xo happen, &c. 
To the Meaning of the Author ; becauſe 
the Context declares it to haye been his 
Deſign to ſhew, that Hereticks were not to 
be diſputed with from Scripture,which they 
would either accuſe of Corruption, or Miſin- 
terpretation, but from the Authority of the 
Church, to whom the Scriptures were com- 
= 3 5 mitted, 


Wy * * LY 


. | T 7 J "Wh 3 8 | A 
mitted; which is the Reverſe df the aun 
Twerer's Tranſlation, as that makes him re- | * 
tommend the Succeſs of Scripture Diſputes, 1 
and conſequently the arguing from thence _— 
with Hereticks. For though the Scriptures ex 
Hou d leave the Argument equal on both Sides, 
is evidently an abating Expreſſion, and ſup- 
. poles that they do not leave it in that 
Cite of Equality. In a Word, this Con- 
| ſtruction divides the Text from the Con- 
text, makes the Father ſpeak contrary to 
- himſelf, and which is more ſurprizing, in the 
: 5 of two Lines makes the ſame thing 
Negative and Affirmative. ' But that 
may eſtabliſh the Juſtneſs of my own In- 
8 yet farther, I ſhall ſhew by a 
. » parallel Inſtance, that the Expreſſion in Ter- 
*#ubian is equivalent to a poſitive Aﬀertion. 
His Words are theſe : Though the conferring 
7 the Seripturet ſhould not Tacznd % as to 
eave the Argument equal on both Sides, the 
Order of Things required that the Subject of. 
our preſent Diſpute alone ſhould firſt be pro- 
pounded, and the Perſons ſettled to whom the 
Property of the Scriptures (h) belong. In like 
mannetf if any one ſhould ſay, Tho' the 
Scriptures were not written by Divine In- 
ſpiration, the Sublimity of the Subject, and 
the Purity of the Doctrine contain'd in them 
wou'd alone ſuffice to give them the Prefe- 
rence to all other Compoſitions : Here every 
Body wou'd acknowledge that the Et, non 
was a plain Inſinuat ion that the Scriptures 


| ha + i 
Wo (b) Etſi non ita evaderet conlatio Scripturarum,ut utrart- 
que partem parem ſiſteret, ordo rerum defiderabar illud 
rius proponi, quod nunc ſolum diſputandum eft : Qui- 14 
us com petat fides ipſa, cujus ſint Scriptutæ. Tertul. de 
Praſcript. advy Har, c. 19. 
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place. 


àgainſt the Argument drawn from the Tal- 
mudick Authority. I challenge, ſays the 
(k) Anſwerer, theſe Learned Authors to bring a- 
ny good Proof, that the Diſtinction of the Fruit 
of the Vine, and of the Tree, was ever a com- 
mon manner of Expreſſion among ſt the ſews ; 
or if this be too difficult, that it was uſual a- 
mongſt the Rabbins in'our Saviour's Days ; or 
if this cannot be done neither, that it Was known 
fo much as, to one Angle Jew at that time. Now 


though this Queſtion has more than once 


been ſatisfied already, yet I ſhall accept this 
Gentleman's Challenge, and give him an An- 
fwer to every Particular. Firſt then, the 
Babyloniſh Talmud, the Code of the Jewiſh 
Laws, teſtifies that it is 4 Rabbinical Do- 
ctrine, that unmixed Wine is not Bleſſed 

| with 


And now jet us conſider what is offer 


| TT Q 
* 1 +- , 1 * 
o l o * 
* 


with the Benediction of the Creator of the 


ruit of the Vine, but of the (4) Tree. OV. Rio: 8 4 


— 


1 And Secondly, R. Eliexer, who lived with- 


in ſeven and thirty (n) Years of our Lord's g, . 


Crucifixion, declares that the Cup was not Iliſbn. . 


bleſſed till after it had been mixed ; which: 49. & alij 
Declaration is thus explain'd by Bartenora 
„ Their Wine was very ſtrong, ſo that 
4 they cou'd not drink it without a mix- 
. < ture of Water, and therefore becauſe 
pure Wine was not yet made fit for the 
Draaght, they did not alter their firſt 
«© Form of Benediction, but blefled it as 
© they did the Grape, Bleſſed is he who- Cre- i 


«ares the Fruit of the (n) Tree.” But Third- (00 Sue. 
ly,” We have the united Teſtimonies of Miſh. 8e- 


Sehamai and Hillel, both of whom lived for- Tach. c. 7. 


ty Years before Chriſt, and the latter either 8. zo 
in or very near his time, witneſſing the Mix- 
ture of th Cup to preceed the Benediction 


of (o) it; For though the Terms of the MI comer, ad. 


na are the Schools of Shamai and Hillel, yet Conc. p. 
Maimonides teaches us, that the Sentence of 17, 12,134 
thoſe Schools is the Sentence of Shamai and - 
Hillel (p) themſelves. But it there was not 
this Fulneſs of Evidence to oppoſe to out 
Authot's 1 — I can't fee they wou'd 
be of any Force or Conſequenee, becauſe. 
they wou d prove too much, and an Argu- 
_=rr that proves too much, proves nothing. 

or I challenge him, to produce me any one 
Teſtimony cozval with St. James, for the. 


=— 


8 


— — 


— _ 


u Ubi autem dicit Domus Shathmzi & Domus Hilles: 
lis, innuit cætum qui Shammzi & Hillelis ſententiam 
amplectuntur. Maim, Præf. in Sedec Zeraim, p. 51. 


B Catho- 


a 


# ® 


the want of contemporary Evidence be no 


ting which we believe to be inſpired, no 
more can it againſt the Truth of any other 
Fact whatſoever; and if we ſubmit to 
ſubſequent Teſtimony for part of the Rule 

of out Faith, we muſt alſo ſubmit + to 
ſubſequent Teſtimony for a Queſtion | of 


are the ſame Motives of Credibility, there 
of Conſequence muſt be the ſame Degrees 
5 


of Aſſent and Allowance. „ +4 +; Wh 
But the Talmud, ſays the Learned (q) An- 


Gt. 7. 36. 1 . 
on above mentioned, to have been commonly 
6  kuown and approved of among the Jews, but 
only that it was to be found among the Rab 
bins. And who were the Rabbins but the 
| Jewih Magiſtri ſententiarum, the Judges and 
Interpreters of the Law 2 Can we imagine 
they wou'd determine againſt Cuſtom, and 
thwart the rec@ved Language of their Na- 
: tion? Wou'd the Doctors of Tradition 
| ſpeak out of common Senſe, and declare a- 
= gainſt immemorial Practice? If they wou'd- 
| 5 not, their Diſtinction was not uncommon, 
6 | nor their Doctrine Novel? Cou'd the 
Jewiſh Sagesbe ignorant ot the Paſchal Lan- 
: guage, of the Terms appropriated to the 
| molt remarkable of their Feaſts, and of the 
- conſtant Benediction of an Annual Solemni- 
ty? It we can neither ſuppoſe them igno- 
rant of common Practice, nor giving Sen- 
tence againſt common Uſage, then it fol- 
lows that the Piſtinction to which they give 
their Suffrage, was both common and ap- 

proved. 

| And 
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Cutholick Epiſlle of that Apoſtle. If them 


5 Argument againſt the Authority of a Wri- 


Jewiſb Phraſeology, becauſe wherever there 


No juſt ſwerer, does by no "means affirm the Diſtindti- 
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And here we may obſerve, that tho' the 
Babyloniſh Talmud wag not Colledted into 
the Form in which it now appears, till the 


Year 500, yet the Cuſtoms and Facts related 
in it, are of earlier Original. 


The Learned Anſwerer proceeds in the 


Argument, and ſeems willing to reſent the 
Neglect of his Remark from the Oxford An- 
notator upon St. Cyprian, who, as he ſays, bas 


obſerved that it was all one with the Jews, whe-- 


ther their Nue were Pure or Diluted, and cites 
the Author of the Toſephos for his Afjertion ; 
telling us moreover, that from hence it was Tho. 
Aquinas, and Bonaventure taught, that the 


Mixture of Water was not of (r) Neceſſity, &c. ( No juſt 


Tis ſomewhat ſurprizing to hear this Gen- 
tleman call for an Anſwer to an Objection 

long ſince anſwered, both in the Defence, 
and the (6) Neceſſity. But to give the Reader 
ſome farther Satisfaction upon that Point. 
We have no Inſtances of Diſpenſation, no 
Latitude of Practice diſcoverable in the Wri- 
tings of the more ancient Jews. The 75 
ſephot is no part of the Talmud, but a Mo- 
dern (:) Appendix, a Collection of Additi- 
ons that were made to the Talmud ſome 
hundred Years after the Compiling of that 
(#) Code. And if this Objection was better 


b. — 1 


1 


(+) Poſt tempus aliquod ipſa Gemara additamentis qui- 
buſdam que oM dixeris, illuftraretur. Surenbus. 
Pref. Vol. 1. | | 


Gr. p. 37. 


(s) Def. p. | 


53. Nec p. 
50, 51. 


(u) Poſt abſolutum demum Talmud Baby lonicum, cum 


per quingentos fere arinos, partim calamitatibus publi- 
cis, partim gravibus & ambitioſis Doctorum diſfidiis, ſtu- 
dia Literarum turbata fuiſſent circa tempora R. Salomo- 
nis Jarchi, fuerunt alii, qui etiam additiones ad Talmud 
conſcripſerunt, quæ Rabbinis ſimiliter dicuntur rumον. 
Þaxtorf, Rabb in. Bibliotb. p. 33 l. N 
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ſupported than it is, it wou'd fall ſhort gf 
the Purpoſe for which it is urged; be- 
cauſe as the Euchariſtick Wine is 'neceflary | 
by Inſtitution, tho' the Paſchal does not ap- 

ear to be ſo, ſo may the Euchariſtical Water 
be neceſſary, tho the Paſchal is not. From 
the Paſchal Cup we learn the Ingredients 
of the Enchariſtic Cup, which was Inſtituted 
at that Solemnity - But it is only from our 
Saviour's Precept that we are taught the Ne- 
ceſſity, and expect the Supernatural Bene 
fits of the Sacramental Mixture. | 

But it is from the Toſephos, that Tho- 
mas Aquinas and Bonaventure taught, that 
the Mixture of Water was not of Neceſſity, © or 


<q 


(x)No juſt ſo much as of the Integrity of the (x) Sacrament. 


Gr. p. 37. 


This Objection is ſomewhat unfortunate. 
Theſe Gentlemen have been drawing up 
their Forces againſt Jewih Authority, and 
have ſpent mapy Pages in Oppoſing the 
Teſtimony of the Talmud, and at laſt it ap- 

ars that the Principle of the no Neceſſity 
of the Euchariſtical mixture is founded in 
Jewiſh Teſtimony, and owes its Original to 

oft=Talmudical Deciſions, to as Modern 
Authority among the Jews, as the School- 
men are among the Chriſtians. | 

The next thing I ſhall take notice of, is 


an Infinuation, that the Words cited from 


Dr. Lightfoot, are not to be found in any 
part of the Talmud; which Inſinuation 
is ſupported by Dr. Mottons Authority, 
who lays, That Surenhnſius quotes the 
Gemara for the contrary Explication. Now the 
Reverſe of both theſe Obje&ions I ſhall 
ſhew to be true. And firft for Dr. Light - 


foot's two References. The words as they 


tang 


lab . 
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ſtand in the Hore Hebraice, are thefe : The 
Rabbins habe a Tradition over Wine, which hath 
not Water mingled with it; that they do not 
ſay this Bleſſing, Bleſſed bs be that Created the 
Fruit of the Vine, But Bleſſed be be that Crea- 


*- 


9 


ted the Fruit of the (y) Tree. And again, The (y) Hors 
Learned Jews agree with R. Eliezer, that the Heb. in 8. 
Cup of Bleſſing is not to have the Benediction pro- — b. 
nounced over it, till tis mix d with (2) Mater. (7) Hor. 
The Talmud has not only the ſame thing, Heb. in 

but almoſt the ſame words. The Rabbins l * i. 


dave delivered concerning Wine, that till they 
have put Water in the middle of it, they dont 
Bleſs over it, who Createth the Fruit of the 
Vine, but who Createth the Nuit of the (a) Tree. 
And again, The Wiſe Men agree with R. Eli- 

ener concerning the Cup of Bleſſing, they do not 
Bleſs over it till they have put Water in the 
middle of (b) it. See the Original in the Mar- 
gin. So far was Dr. Lightfoot from being 
miſtaken, that if he had given us the Hebrew 
Words inſtead of the Tranſlation, we cou'd 
not have had a juſter, or more exact Noti- 
on of the Talmudick Determination than 
we have. As for the other Objection, Su- 
renhuſius s Quotation of the Gemara is nei- 
ther from the ſame Section, nor the ſame 
Chapter of the Talmud with Dr. Light foot 's; 
nor is it neceſſarily limited to an oppoſite 
Senſe. The Paſſage is this, Over Mine they 
don't ſay the Words, who Createth the Fruit 
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of the Tree, but they diſtinguiſh that with a 
particular Benediftion, who Createth the 
Fruit of the Vine, although it is the Fruit of 

the Tree, and this upon the account of its Ex- 
cellency. For it is ſaid, Pſal. 104. 15. Wine maketh 
glad the Heart of (c) Man. Here is no mention 
of unmixed Wine, no Declaration of Bleſſing 
without a Mixture, or before the Infufion of 
the Water, one of which might certainly have 
been expected to prove a Contrariety be- 
tween the Gemara in Surenhuſius, and the ſame 
in Lightfoot. On the other hand the Terms 
are General and Unlimited; and we are 
not told 3 Wine, to which the 
Bleſſing of the Frtit of the Vine is appropri 
ated, be Diluted or Undiluted. Now when 
the Language is thus common and Equivo- 
cal, when the Expreſſion is dubious, and 
lies open to a double Interpretation, which 
* Senſe ſhou'd we prefer, but that which is a= 
greeable to other Teſtimonies of undoubted 
Signification ? or ſhon'd we explain the 
Rabbies into Diſcord and Oppoſition, 
when they are capable of Conſiſtency, and 
may be reconciled without any Violence 
to the Rules of Speech or of Reaſon ? 
0 Bart& _ Beſides both Bartenora and Maimoxides te- 
Maim, in ſtify, that the Jews never drank unmixed . 
* (4) Wine, trom whence we may reaſonably 
8. i. „e 


_— 
* ms. od 


ee) Super vino non dicunt,Qui creat frutum arboris. ſed 

fingulari BenediQtione illud inſigniunt, Qui creat fructum 

vitis, quamvis ſit fructus arboris ; & hoc propter præ- 

| ſtantiam ejus, uti dicitur, Pſa. 104. 15. D 
e 227 Surenbus. in Beracoth, Cap, 6. 5. 1. 


infer, 


— 


1 


= 


infer, that it was diluted Wine which they 
bleſſed, and this is further confirmed by the 


Obſervation of Surenbuſius and Rambam, 
who both declare, that according to thoſe 
People it was not lawful to enjoy any thing 
without Blefling of (e) it. But we have no 
Account here of Bleſſing of the Water, and 
may therefore fairly ſuppoſe it to be inclu- 
ded in that of the Wine; and conſequently, 
that the Words, Fruit of the Vine, relate to 
the whole Mixture. n $5.2 
From the Commentary we paſs to the 
Text, from the Gemara to the Mifbua; and 
here the Subſtance of the Argument may be 
reduced to theſe two Objections. Firſt, That 
the Bleſſing of the Fruit of the Vine was by the 
_ Miſhnaical Direction to be pronounced o- 
ver mere Wine. And, Secondly, That the 
Fruit of the Tree was never applied to Wine 
by the Doctors of thoſe Times. For the 
Proof ot the firſt we are referred to the two 
following Miſchna's, or Canons. What 
ce Bleflings are uſed for Fruits? For the 


Fruits of rhe Trees, he that Bleſſes, ſays, 


ce Thou that Createdſt the Fruit of the Tree. 
4 Except for Wine. For Wine he ſays, Thon 

4 that Createdſt the Fruit of the Vine. Be- 
e rachoth. c. VI. $. I. And Men do 
* notBleſs for the Wine, till Water is pour- 


« ed into it, ſays R. Eliexer, but the wiſe 


« Men ſay they do Bleſs.” Berachoth, c. 7. 
F$.5. Now as to the former Canon, it is ſo 
far from directing the Blefling to be Pro- 


— ” 
— co * * 
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| Ce) Surenhuſius in Berac, cap. 6. F$. 1. Ramb; in Præi. 
þ - nounced 
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bounced over pure Wine, that it does not 
once mention it. The Term Wine has been 
often proved to be applicable even to a Mix- 
ture it ſelf, and fince the Fews always drank 
their Wine mixed, and this Place relates to 
no other Wine than what they drank, I 
think it follows in reaſonable Conſtruction, 
that this place alſo ſhou d be interpreted of 
à Mixture: As to the other Canon, there 
are theſe Difficulties lye againſt it. The 
Wiſe Men do indeed determine contrary to 
R. Elieʒer; but this Determination, Wwhe- 
ther we regard the Perſons Determining, or 
the Point Determined, can no ways preju- 
dice our Queſtion. For Firſt, The Wiſe Men, 
and R. Eliezer differ only about the Time, 
not about the Senſe and Signification of the 
Bleſſing. The one wou d have it to preceed, 
the other to follow the Mixture. Nor let it 
be ſaid, that the Pronouncing the Bleſſing 
before the Infuſion of the Water, was li- 
miting that Bleſſing to mere Wine, be- 
cauſe the Benediction of the Wine might 
as well include the Water that was after 
wards to be incorporated with that Wine, 
as the Benediction of the firſt Diſh in 
our common Graces, includes all that are 
to follow, and as the Calling for a Blef= 
ſing upon theſe thy good Creatures, which lye 
before us, includes thoſe that are not be- 
fore us, but are to be ſerved up when theſe 
are conſum d. But Secondly, We are ig- 
norant both of the Number, Age, and Cha- 
racter of the Wiſe Men; whereas R. Eliezer 
is teſtified both by Surenhuſius, Maimonides, 
and the Miſbna it {ae to have been a Man of 
prodigious Reputation among the Jews,-and 
5 to 


(17), 


to have. lived within a few Years of the Pe- 


risd of our Saviour's (f) Crucifixion ; and f) youu 
which is more, the very ſame Code, from 14. * 
which this Canon is objected, does its ſelf. mon. præf. 
refet him to the Wiſe Men, and declares in Miſh p. 
in the moſt ſignificant Terms, the Au- 4%: Miſhn. 
thority of R. Eliezer wou d oyerballance 425. 
the N of Al the Wiſe Men in (g) GO ibid. p 
Lrae 0 | | — oo 428. 
And that R. Eliezer well. deſerved this 
Character, may farther appear from another 
Diſpute between him and the Wiſe Men, pre- 
ſerved, in this ſame Miſhnaical Collection. 
The Queſtion is, Whether a Man making 
a Vow, (or ſaying Corban) that his Father,, 
or his Mother ſhall have no Advantage of 
his Poſſeſſions, or their Paternal Right; may 
in Virtue of that Vow lawfully withold Re- 
lief, and Honour from his Parents. R. Eli- 
ezer determines his Oath to be of no force, 
and declares he 1s not at Liberty to Diſho- 
nour his Parents. 1 he Wiſe Men 2 
the (Y) contrary. Now this is the very Tra- ) Mi. 
tio our $4 reprehended in the Phari- Lal. A 
ſees, when he told them; Je ſay, Whoſoever 131. 
ſhall ſay to his Father, or his Mother, it is a 
Gift (Corban) by whatſoever thou mighteſt be 
profited by me, and honour not his Father or 
Mother, he ſhall be (i) free. Thus does our (i)s. Mat. 
Lord give Authority to R. Eliezer's Teſti- 15. 5.an 
mony in condemning the Phariſees, for the S. Mark. 
very ſame Corruption, for which that Rabbi 7 11. 
oppoſes the VMiſe Men. f Is 
The Second Objection affirms, that the 
Fruit of the Tree was never applied to Wine 
by the Doctors of the Miſnick Times. Now 
though we are no ways concerned for this 
S par? 


E 
a part of the Diſtind ion, it being ſufficient” 
jJaor our Purpoſe, to ſhew that our Lord's 
Expreſſion bf the Fruit of the Vine, ſignified. 
2 Mixture, yer ſhall examine che Strength 
ok the Reaſons upon which this Objection is 
Founded. They are theſe Baftenora and 
Surenbuffut teltiſie, that Wine is bleſſed with 
a particular Benediction, and nor with the 
general Form of Thou that Createdſt the Fruit 
of the Tree, upon the account of its Excel- 
lency above'other Fruits of the Tree, This, 
Argument ſuppoſes there can he but one 
Reaſon for the Benediction of he Fruit f 
the Vine, becauſe if there be more than one, 
it is to no 1 urge the Excellency of 
the Wine. For the mixed Cup may very 
well be termed the Fruit of the Vine, both 
from its Excellency, and to diſtinguiſh it, 
from mere Wine. And that it is ſo in Fact, 
appears from the Teſtimony of the ſame 
Bartenora, who, as he gives the Excellency 
of the Wine for a Reaſon, of that Appella- 
tion in the Place quoted by this Author, ſo 
in his Note upon Herachoth, vii. 5. he urges 
the Mixtute for the ſame, and informs us, 
that unmixed Wine was called the Fruit of 
the Tree, and bleſſed with an undiftinguifhed 
Form of Benediction, becauſe without a 
Mixture of Water it was not drinkable, nor 
conſequently capable of that Excellency 
which 1s expreſſed by the Fruit of the Vine, © 
which, as Swrenhufius (&) obſerves, is ro make 


Not in glad the Heart of Man. F 
Berac. vi. © | | 
1. 


* 


But to ſhorten this whole Diſpute, Scha- 3 
mai and Hillel, Names of the greateſt Autho- 


[19] | 

rity in the () Miſbna, and earlier in time ( Prid. 
1 2 the Crucifixion of our Lord, do both — 
declare that the Bleſſing of the Paſchal Cup, F Oy” 
was preceeded by (n) the Mixture, and con- (m)Miſhn- 
ſequently that that Bleſſing which was ex- Peſac. cap. 
preſſed in the Words Fruit of the Vine, did — 
not relate to undiluted Wine, but a Mix- 
ture. And the ſame Practice is teſtihed by 
the moſt learned of the modern Jews, Rabbi 
Moſes Maimonides, who in his celebrated 
Work, called jad Chazakah and Miſhneh Tho- 
rab, gives a compleat Deſcription both of 
the Order and Subject of the Paſchal Solem- 
nity, and therein particularly mentions the 
Number of the Cups, and aflures us that they 
were firſt mixed, and then bleſſed with the Be- 
nediction of the Fruit of the Vine. Take his 
own Words: © They mingle a Cup for eve- 
« ry Man ſeparately, and bleſs overit: Ble, 
ce ſed art thou who createſt the Fruit | of. the 
«© Vine. They mingle alſo a Second Cup,— 
ce and afterwards he waſhes his Hands, and 
ce bleſſes over the third Cup the Benediftio 
& Cibi, and drinks it, and then mingles-the 
« fourth Cup, and finiſhes the Halel over 
te it, and recites upon it the Benedictio Can- 
& tici; which is, Let all thy Works praiſe 
cc thee, O Lord, &c. and pronounces the 
ce Bleſſing who createſt the Fruit of the (n) Vine.” 
Thus much for the Jewiſh Phraſeology. 


—— 
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The next Argument produced by the 
learned Anſwerer, contends, that becauſe the 
New Teſtament is written in Greek, there- 
ce No juſt fore y dm n can't be a Fewijh (o) Phraſe. 
Gr. p. 40. But alas! every Commentator is a ſtanding 
Objection to it, and it is contradicted by 
the very Reaſon of the Thing. Our Saviour 
was a Jew, and ſpoke the Language of the 
Jews, conſequently whatſoever Sayings of 
is are related in the New Teſtament, are 
of Jewiſh Idiom. The Words indeed are 
Greek, but the Phraſe is Hebrew. Thus 
(p) Jonas Niniveh is in the Lxx called UEYGAN TH (Pp) Ge, 
OD 3** when at the ſame time it was threatned with 
: Deſtruction for the Sins of the Inhabitants. 
But though this way of Speech be not found 
in the Greek Language, it is in the Hebrew, 
which frequently expreſſes the ſuperlative 
Degree by the Name of God, and by wsyav 
Ts 969 means no more than a very great Ci- 
ty. Indeed we might as well pretend that 
our Saviour talk'd Greek to the Jews, who 
underſtood nothing of that Language, as 
that his Words are to be interpreted by the 
Idiom of the Greek Tongue, which were 
ſpoken in that of the Hebrew, or Hebræo- 
Swiack. © | 5 

It had been obſerved that S. Chryſoſtom's 
Argument, concerning the Vines producing 
Wine, not Water, was no Proof of that Fa- 
ther's oppoſing the Talmudick Diſt inction, 
becauſe the Compilers of the Talmud did 
not themſelves believe that the Vine produ- 
47 App. _ Water but (4) Wine. This is thought by 5 
te the Ne. the learned Anſwerer to be a Conceſſion 1 

a deſtructive of all the Reaſons that have been 4 

urged in Favour of the Talmudick Contrg- 54 

Fer ly p29 This Gentleman, ſays he, has given 1 


wp 
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up that ſeuſeleſs Diſtinttion, about which ſo 
great a Noiſe is (r) made. But how is it given (No juft 
up? Cou'd not the Talmudiſts believe that Gr. p. 41, 
the Vine produced Wine, and at the ſame 
time expreſs a Mixture by the Fruit of the 
Vine ? All Languages afford Inſtances of 
Phraſes and Expreſſions, that have a different 
Meaning from the Terms out of which they 
were originally formed. Plutarch, no doubt, 
thought Wine the Product of the Vine, and 
yet he applies that very Product to a(s)Mix- (s)Reaſ'p, 
ture. Thus the Romans certainly thought ** 
Pecus ſignified Cattle and not a Waggon, and 
et they call'd their Denarij, which were 
ſtampt with Waggons, &c. Pecunia, becauſe 
their firſt Coin had the Image of Sheep, or 
of ſmall Cattle upon () them. But he has gi- ©) m_ 
ven up that ſenſeleſs Diſtinction. This Liber- proves 
ty of pronouncing upon the Language of tchards 
foreign Nations is ſomewhat unaccountable. Ro. Hiſt. v 
Was a Man's Knowledge limited to his Mo- . 44+ 
ther Tongue, and his Reading to Engliſh 
Writers, we might expect ſome Extrava- 
gance of Expreſſion, and allow for Singula- 
rity of Thought. But for a Maſter of the Lear- 
ned Languages, a Man well acquainted with 
ſacred and profane, with eccleſiaſtical and 
claſſical Writers, to object againſt the orien- 
tal Idiom, becauſe it differs from that of 
other Countries, and quarrel with the Jewiſb 
Phraſeology becauſe it ſuits not our on 
Ideas, is a ſurprizing Latitude of Cenſure. 
It is aſſuming a Prerogative over the Minds 
* of Men, and preſcribing our own Concepti- 
# . onsto the Univerſe. But we may as well 
pretend to reſtore the Unity of Language 
that was confounded at Babel, as to make 
the Dialgdts of different Nationg the _ 


ah 
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for one was the neceſſary Conſequence of the 
bother, and as they were inſeparable in their 
Origin, ſo they will be in their Continuance. 
The learned Anſwerer draws a Parallel 
between the withholding the Cup at Lyons, 
in the Eaſt- Indies, and in Guinea, and the 
uſe of the Mixture in Palestine, France, 

Egypt, and Carthage; and from thence in- 

fers, that as the firſt won't proye the Cup 
to be laid aſide in all Europe, Aſia, and 
Africa, ſo neither will the other, that the 

(Ado juft Mixture was uſed in the ſame three Parts 

4 Gr. p * of the (a) World. But the Inſtances are not 

Il At all alike, becauſe tho' the Practice of the 

4 Church of Lyons cannot be an Evidence of 

. the Uſage of thoſe Churches which are not 
in Communion with it, yet it may, and is 
for thoſe of the ſame Communion ; and it 
was only for thoſe of the ſame Communion, - 

that the Practice of the Church in Paleſtine, 
Cc. was brought to teſtify. This is largely 
proved, and the Objection particularly an- 
ſwered in the learned Dr. Brett's Diſſertati- 
on concerning the Liturgies of the Primi- 

*) p. 372. tive (x) Church. 

& ſeg. The Anſwer to the Objection about Tran- 
ſubſtantiation is not thought ſufficient, be- 
cauſe, as this Gentleman tells us, that was 
intended only tq ſhew, that the Silence of 
any part of the ancient Church will no 
more prove their Reception of the Mixture, 
than their Acknowledgment of the Tranſub- 

Wo juſt ſtantiating ) Doctrine. But this Argument 

Sr. f. 65. Joes no ways come up to the Point, becauſe 
the Author knows very well that the mere 
Silence of the Church was never urged in 
Defence of the Mixture; but the poſitive 
Evidence of 4 Writer of unqueſtionable Re- 

| putatiog 
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putation from every one of the three Parts 


of the then known World, was thoughr ſuf- 


ficient to aſcertain the Practice of all thar 
were in Communion with them: And till 
this Writer can produce the ſamè uncontra- 


dicted Teſtimony for Tranſubſtantiation, 
the Caſes will be no ways N nor his 
reaſoning of any Force. B 


fides, as I be- 


fore,(z) obſerv d, the ancient Church cannot () App. l 


be ſaid to have been ſilent of the Doctrine 


71% 


of Tranſubſtantiation, becauſe her Tenets 
were directly deſtructive of It, which can- 
not be ſaid of the Churches which are filent 


about the Mixture. 


0 , 


The learned Anſwerer's next Obſervation 


is, that the Author of che Appendix wholly 


Paſſes over the two firſt Centuries, as having nos 


thing to plead for them, or to offer againſt Ter- 


tulſian Teſt;mony to the (a) contrary : Which is (a)Nojuſt 


168. 
— * * * 
. 5 
& 


a Miſtake. in every Reſpect, becauſe 1ff. Gr. p. 66. 


Tertullian is the only Teitimon y 
ced, and if it had not, Juſtin 45 


he produ- 
8 Tartyr, Ire 
neits, and Clemens Alexandrinus were all ap- 


pear'd to in the former Part of that Trea- 


tiſe ; and 24h, becauſe Tertulian's own Te- 


ſtimony had particularly been conſidered in 


the Anſwer to (b) No Neceſſity, 


Concerning S. Cyprian there is nothing 


offer'd that is material, and therefore I may 


a 
* 


(% 77. 


be (| pared the Trouble of an Animadyerſion ; 
however it may be worth , obſerving that 


this Gentleman's Argument proves ſtrongly 
againſt the Purpoſe for which he brouglit 
it. For 8. Dan docs not give the leaſt 
Intimation of an Interruption in the uſe of 
the Euchariſtical Water, but ſuppoſes the 
contrary, and only blames the Diſuſe of the 
Wine. Now if the Wine be allowed to be 

eſſential 


(24) 
eſſential, tho the Practice of it be not of an 
uninterrupted Continuance, much more. 
muſt we allow the Eſſentiality of the Water, 
which no Age nor Church for 600 Years 
together did ever reject or diſuſe. RG 

Origen comes next, who, ſays the learned 
Anſwerer, teaches ſuch Doctrine as plainly in- 
timates the Neceſſity of the Mixture, either not 
to have been known in his time, or to have met 
(No juſt with ſome Interruption, if it (c) were. The 
Gr. p. 67. proof of this Objection is drawn from that 

ather's calling our Saviour's Wine @xgaſey, 

But that Origen did not write axf]oy appears 

from the following reaſons. The Learned 

2 teſtiſies, and all Men acknowledge 

that this Father's Works are (d) corrupted, 

and it is an eaſy and natural miſtake for a 
Tranſcriber to take « for «, from whence we 
map fairly treaſon the Probability of d'zye)o'; 
being a corruption of eoxg«ſov. But the in- 
_ conſiſtency of the Context with that Term 
ſeems to place the matter beyond Diſpute. 
Origen expteſsly ſays that the Cup of Bleſſ- 
ing was mix'd, and plainly intimates that 

this was the ſame with our Saviour's Cup. 

Againſt this indeed ſome few Suppo- | 

it ions are urged, but they are mere ſup- | 

poſitions, and have no Foundation in the 

Text. He wou'd ſuppoſe that ixigece does 

not ſigniſie a Mixture in that place, and 1 

that the Cup of Benedict ion, and the Cup A « 

= 

( 

( 


(e) IB. p. of the Euchariſt were different (e) Cups. 
68. The firſt is dired ly contrary to the Abs 


* 
— 


— 


(4) Quotquot Libros Origenis ad nos fortuna tranſ- 4 | 
miſit, violatos eſſe. Hyer, Origen. p. 233. ä Y « 
1 


and 


r 
ind Deſign of the Homily before us, .vhich 
is to ſhew the different Significacion of 
mix'd and urimix'd Wine from Scripture 
Inſtances, which Difference wou'd be entire- 
1y loſt and confounded, if a uu be in- 
terpreted to any other Senſe than that of a 
Mixture: Beſides that it is directly oppo- 
ſed to Ae, as that is ſaid to be the He- 
Thetoy xoadotus, ahd this the Toriewor Waoylat, 
and can therefore have no ether than a con- 
trary Meaning, which is a Mixture, The 
Second is no mbre agteeable to Origen's 
Reaſoning than the firſt. For he mentions 
but three Cups, two of Curſing, and the 
other of Blefling, If then the euchariſtick 
Cup be not the Cup of Curſing, as I believe 
no Body will venture to ſay it is, it muſt 
be the Cup of Bleffing ; but if it be the 
Cup of Bleſſing, it is by the expteſs Teſti- 
mony of this Father mixed; © nay Origen 
does ſo clearly inform us that the euchari- 
ſtick Cup was the ſame with the mixed Cup 
in the Proverbs, that it cannot with any 
manner of Plauſibility be queſtion'd, but he 
believed our Saviour mixed his Cup. © If 
* thou would'ſt ſee, ſays he, the Cup of 
* Bleſſing, which the Juſt drink, it may ſuf- 
© fice to obſerve that Saying of Wiſdom : 
& Drink ye the Vine which I have mixed for 
you: But behold alſo my Saviour going up 
* to the Paſſover, &c.” Can any Words be 
fuller to the Putpoſe, or is it poflible to de- 
Clare the Cup of our Lord to be the Cup 
of Bleſſing in ſtronger Language, than by 
affirming, that tho' the Teſtimony of Wiſ- 
dom was ſufficient to teach us the Ingredi- 
ents of the Cup of Benediction, yet our 
Lord's Example at his laſt Supper ſhould be 

| D _ produ- 


126 J ; 
produced for it ? In, ſhort Origen does in ſo 
many Words teſtify that the Cup of the 
New. Teſtament was different from the 2 
of unmixed Wine, and that the one ſignifi 
ed a Promiſe, the other a (J) Puniſhment. 
It had been obſerved that this Paſſage, as 
it now ſtands, is contrary to the general 
Voice of the Primitive Church, which ſince 

Origen's Works are owned to be corrupted, 
is à pretty ſtrong Evidence, that that is not 
genuine. But ſays the learned Anſwerer, it 
7s. not yet. proved, that the three ancient Fa- 

No juſt thers. cited, are the Voice of the general (g) 
Gr. p. 68. Church. Now. the three Fathers are not 
all that were quoted upon this Occaſion. 

S. Cyprian, the Conncil of Carthage, an 
the ancient Liturgies had their Share in the 
Collection; and if it had not been ſo, Ju- 
ſtin Martyr, Irenars, and S. Clement, are tut- 
ficient Authorities for the general Voice of 
the Church. Every Body knows they are 
the moſt celebrated Writers of the earlieſt 
Times, and the greateſt Names of the two 
firſt Centuries of Chriſtianity. And from 
whom ſhould we learn the Practice of Anti- 
quity, but from the nobleſt Lights and Or- 
naments of it? But 2dly, Can it be imagi- 
ned that Churches of ſuch a diſtant, Situati- 
on, as Paleſtine, France, and Egypt, ſhould 
agree in a Practice which was not in univer- 
ſal Uſe? And 3dly, Is not the Teſtimony 
of the three great Churches of the World, 
Rome, Antioch, and Alexandria, the general 
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Voice of the Church? And yet S. Juſtin 
can teſtify both for Rome and Alexandria, 
and S. Clement for Antioch. In a Word; the 
Evidence of theſe three Fathers cannot be 
conftin'd to one Place, becauſe their Perſons 
were not. Juſtin Martyr was born in Pa- 
leſtine, and travelled to Epheſis, to Alexau- 
dria, and to (% Rome. S. Jrenæus was pro- (b) Caves 
bably born at Smyrna, and was Biſbop of gra un- 
Lyons in (i) France. S. Clement travelled to. 915. * 
Jeruſalem and to Antioch, and was Presby- der ren. 
ter of ( Alexandria. And here we may (&) Ib. un- 
obſerve that Rome was the See of Clemei der Clem, 
Romanus, and Antioch of S. nat ins; ſo that . 
tho thoſe two Fathers have nat mentioned 
the Ingredients of the euchariſtick Cup, 
yet we have the Teſtimony of the Churches 
over which they preſided. In ſhort, the en- 
numeration of theſe particular Teſtimonies, 
will by all the Rules of Reaſoning in the 
World, be look'd upon not only as the ge- 
neral, but univerſal Voice of the Primitive 
Church, till ſuch time as this Gentleman 
can produce ſome oppoſite and contradict- 
ing (/) Evidence; which he has not yet 
been able to do. 137 

S. Cyril is produced as calling the unmixed 
Wine at Cana, and the Wine in the Eucha- 
riſt by the one Name of Wine: From whence 
the Learned Anſwerer infers, That if his Au- 
thor will not allow that Vine in both place 
the ſame Signification, he muſt find out a new 
Rule of (m) Interpretation. But why a new 2 No ju. 

T. Þ» 70. 
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| (1) Evertitur inductio, cum diſſimile cæteris exem- 
plum exhibetur. Burgerſdic. Logic. Inſtit. lib. ii. cap. 


I. Lu. 5. 
, D 2 Rule ? 0 
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Rule? Is it not certain from tommõn Cuſtom 


and known Uſage, that the ſame Word has 


often different Meanings in the ſame Author? 
Nay, is there any one Writer in any one 
Language that will not afford Inſtances of 
it? Thus Virgil in the compaſs of eight 
lines, uſes facto in two various Senſes, viz. 


To Sacrifice, and to (n) make. And in Gener 


fs the Term Houſe is made uſe of both for 


(o) Comp. 4 Family and (o/ a Building. And which is 
Gen. 7.1. more, the very Quotation upon which this 


with 40. 
14. 


Author has founded his Argument, proves 
the contrary, and gives us an Inſt ance of the 
different Conſtruction. of the ſame word. 
The Paſſage, as Tranſlated by the Learned 
Anſwerer, is this: Since our Saviour changed 
the Water at the Feaſt of Cana in Galilee in- 
to Wine, why cannot he as well AN Vine 
into his Blood ? Now ſhou'd we interpret 
the whole of this Citation, as the Anſwerer 
has interpreted a part, we ſhqu'd do a very 
-grateful Work to the Gentlemen of the Ro- 
miſh Communion. - For thus,wou'd they ar- 


(p)No juſt gue in his own () words: It is agreed on all 
Gr. p. 69. Hands, that our Saviour changed the Sub- 


(9) Ib, P. 
70. 


ſtance of the Water into the Subſtance af 


Wine. And S. Cyril makes uo difference be- 


twixt this Change, and that of the Wine in- 
to his Blood. And if. our Author will not al- 
low this to be a right Conſtruttion of the Word, 
and that Change in both places has the ſame - 
nification, he muſt find out a neu Rale of In- 
terpretation, that the World has not yet been 
acquainted (q) with. Thus does the Obje- 


— 


() Cuum faciam vitula pro frugibus. Fe „. 
Pollio & ipſe facit nova carmina. Jb. 86. — c m 
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29 1 
Qor plead in conſequence of his Reaſoning 
for Tranſubſtantiation. For if Vine mult 
neceſſarily ſignify an undiluted Liquor, be- 
cauſe it carries that Meaning in the firſt 
Clauſe of the Paſſage, then it follows that 
Change muſt neceſſarily ſignify a tranſubſtan- 
tiating of the Elements, becauſe it is allow- 
ed to mean ſo much when applied to the 
Galilean Water. However J queſt ion not 


our Author's Orthodoxy in this Point, but 


am ſorry he ſhews ſo much Poſitiveneſs in a 
Matter ſo notoriouſly falſe, and of ſuch ill 
Conſequence to a Doctrine as Primitive as 
it is Proteſtant, by preſcribing a Method of 
Interpretatian, which cannot be followed 
but by making S. Cyril a Patron of the 
tranſubſtantiating Doctrine; whereas he may 
 eafily be proved, did not this Gentleman 
without queſtion acknowledge him to be, an 
Ad verſary to it. In ſhort then, we are to 
diſtinguiſh between a ſpiritual and material 
Change; for both theſe are applicable to the 
Word Change, and might therefore be both 
uſed by S. Cyril of different Subjects, ſuch as 
are the Water of Cana, and the euchariſtical 
Wine. But then we are in the ſame manner 
to diſtinguiſh between mixed and unmixed 
Wine, both of which are alſo applicable to - 
the Term Vine, and may be both under- 
ſtood of different Places. So that S. Cyre/'s 
Words are very capable of a favourable and 
orthodox Conſtruction, both with regard 
to the Matter of the Euchariſt, and the Ef- 
fe& of the Conſecration upon that Matter, 
butthen'they will be of no Service to the Ob- 
jector's Argument. For thus he may with 
great Reaſon be ſuppoſed to ſpeak. Since our 
Saviour [ſubſtantially] changed the Water at 
* __ | the 


304 | 
the Feaft of Cana i Galilee into — 
Wine , why cannot he art well ¶ ſpiritually 
change ſ mixed] Wine into his Blood ? ' _ - 
The learned Anſwerer proceeds to re- 
peat two other Objections of the Na ſufſi- 
cient. Reaſon; the firſt of which is drawn 
from S. Cyril's calling Wine the Type of 
Chriſt's Blood, and the other from the Pra- 
ctioe of the Greek Church in putting warm 
(No juſt Water into the iconfecrated (7) Cup, and 
Gr, p. 70. obſerves that there is no Exception made 
to them; but the Reader will eaſily per- 
ceive the contrary, when he ſhall have ex- 
amined the 66, 67, 55, and 195 Pages of 
the Neceſſiey of an Alteration, in the two laſt 
of which he will find a particular Anſwer 
to the ſame Argument with that from 8. 
Cyril, and in the other an expreſs Examina 
tion of the Objection concerning the warm 
Infuſion of the Greer. 
It had been - obſerved in relation to 8. 
Chryſoſtom's profeſſing that our Saviour deli- 
vered Wine, that we our ſelves inſiſt upon 
() Nec. p, Wine as an eſſential Part of the (s) Cup. 
176. But to this the Objector makes a ſurprizing 
. Demurr, and tells his Reader he doubts we 
4 do not always inſiſt upon it as ſuch. © For 
"I (No juſt © if ſo, ſays (t) he, I would willingly be 
Gr. p. 71. & taught the Meaning of thoſe two very 
ce ſtrange Queſtions in the Defence, I Mu- 
« ter may be omitted, why not Wine ? Why 
% may not any other Liquor do as well as Wine, 
& eſpecially in thoſe Countries where there is nq 
© Vintage?” The Reader may know then 
that the Queſtion is conditional. I Water 
may be omitted, why not Wine? The Omiſſi- 
on of the Wine is urged only as an Argu- 
ment ad hominem, and to reduce the Obje- 
ctign 


n CE II 3 8 
— _— +» 


Tai 

| Rion to an Abſurdity. For if out Saviour's 
Practice will not make Water neceſſary, 
neither will it make Wine, becauſe the 
ſame Conſequence muſt flow from the fame 
Premiſes. Either then the Author of the 
Defence thought the Water neceſſary, or he 
did not: If he did, it is plain he thought 
the Wine ſo too, becauſe he makes them 
both depend upon the ſame Principle. If 
he did not, this Author has been arguing 
againſt a Phantom, and diſputing upon an 
imaginary Subject. If the firſt be true, this 
Objection means nothing; if the latter, the 
Objector has had no Deſign in all he has 
written upon the Controverſy. 
But S. Chryſoſtom, ſays the learned An- 
ſwerer, does not ſpeak of the Wine as a part 
of the Cup, but as the whole: For he ſays, our 


Lord. delivered Wine to his (u) Diſciples. If (u) No juſł 
this Gentleman looks upon. this as Proof, I Gr. 5. 71. 


believe he is ſingular in his Sentiments. For 
cou'd. not 8. Chryſoſtom declare that Chriſt 
delivered Wine, without excluding of Wa- 


ter? Or was it impoſſible for our Lord to 


deliver Wine and Water at the ſame time ? 
If it was not, he may be properly ſaid to 
deliver Wine without denying the Delivery 
of the Water, or to deliver Water without 
denying the Delivery of the Wine. Indeed 
by this Method of Conſtruction we might 
prove that the Apoſtles partook only of the 
Bread, and not of the Cup. For the Scrip- 
tures tell us that the Diſciples came together 


and broke (x) Bread, and that S. Paul, when () Ads 


he was come up again, broke (y) Bread, &c. 20. 9. 
without the leaſt Intimation of the Cup. O0 Ib. 17. 


And yet there is-no Body that imagines the 
Cup to be excluded by theſe Texts, nor by 


Parity 


8 * 
*. * ' 


' Parity of Reaſon can we pretend that Wa- 

ter is excluded by S. Chry/oftom's mention of 

Wine. For if the Cup be allowed to be 

part of the Sacrament, though it be omit- 

ted in the mention of that Sacrament, we 

may alſo allow the Water to be a part of 

the Cup, though it be alſo omitted in the 

mention g7:thac Cup. Co, 

But 2dly, It appears from the Teſtimony 

of the Trullan Fathers, that S. Chryſoſtom di- 

rected the Practice of the Mixture in his 

oven Church; and tho' the Objector has 

offer d ſome Animadverſions upon the Trul- 

lan Determination, yet, ſince thoſe Ani- 

madverſions reſpect the Authority of Diſ- 

cipline, not of Evidence in that Council, 

and are therefore no part of the Queſtion, 

I ſhall: content myſelf with obſerving that 

8. Chryſoſtom does, contrary to the Anſwerer's 

Aſſertion, declare the Mixture to be an 

eſſential Uſage, becauſe in his Liturgy he 

affirms it to be the Practice and Command 

of Chriſt, as I have endeavoured to ſhew 

i Nec. (z) elſewhere, though this Gentleman has 
p. 66: taken no notice of it. 229 

The learned Anſwerer proceeds to S. Ba- 

fil's Liturgy , but leaves the Arguments 

againſt his Dilemma untouch'd, and has 

hardly ofter'd any one Reaſon which is not 

replied to in the Book he is conſidering. 

He asks indeed how the Coptick Copy 

comes to be eſteem'd more authentick than 

the other Copies, and charges it with what 

1 (No juft he calls a (a) Corruption. But his Queſti- 

1 | Er. p. 73. on is beſide the Point, becauſe the Alexan- 
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drian Copy may not be more authentick, 

and yet may be the beſt and ſureſt Explas 

nation of the Words in the Greek; for an 

: ancient 


i 


> 5 tie, conſiſted of Win * and jo the Fruit of 
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ancient Verſion or Paraphraſe is certainly 


- 


bf the greateſt and moſt certain Benefit in 
interpreting a dubious Paſſage in any Wri- 
ter, as appears from the conſtant Practice of 
the learned World in tecurting to the Poly- 
glot Verſions for the Explication of Sctip- 
ture, And as for his Charge, it is no uh. 
reaſonable Demand to expect he iow 
prove, that beſeeching God to hear th 
Prayers of the Faithful depatted for us, is 
a Corruption, before he makes a Ars 
ment of it. For tho he ſpeaks of prayitig 
by and through the Mediation of the Saints, 
there is no ſuch Expreſſion in the Quorati- 
on himſelf has given us, and it is ſufficient 
to appeal to his &wili Tranſlation for af 
Anſwer. iether ms pate" 4p PP 
This being all that requires a Reply, 1 


might here diſmiſs S. Bafl + But for the far- 


ther Satisfaction of the Reader, I ſhall give 
him the Subſtance of the Argument as it 
lies in the Neceſſity. And that hothing ma) 

be wanting to give it all the Light imagi- 
nable; I ſhall firſt produte S. Bals Words, 
and the Argument foutided upon them in 
the No- = The Paſſage from 
S. Bafil is this: O'wolus Y 7d #6) ietar Us 4% yeuvie 
Gallo vg aumrins AqaCoy, xtpyoat, tuyacirhods, ed 
Xoyiioas, dyidoas ihoks THT Ayl ae wamuralt- 
Likewiſe taking , mixing, euchariſtizing, bleſ= 


q ſing, ſanfifying ths Cup of the Fruit of the. 


Vine, he gave it to hit holy Diſciples. The 
Argument of the No-ſufficient Rea on is as 


follows. The Cup, before it is prete ded to be 
mixed, is called here, el ieie % 7% yerviuales Tis 
„ 9 * 4 N 0 . — 7 ' 

3 <utias Therefore — either xtegons does not 


o 


ſignify a Mixture or the Cup, before this Mix- 


the 


(5) N. 8. the + Fine fa 75 1 8 To this it 
R. p. 42, W 19 15 Rat sithe. 95 did not 


43. ſet 1 id the 
5 NS c 8 is u /in,Scriprare, 

Dy J 10 bo 10 8 be poke agreeably to the 

= empty, Cup the 

90 1 the, — in regard to the lugre- 
t; IS, A wards to contain, as wg 

1 0 yang: euchariſtick Cup 

ech eds th tko it was no more the 
2 55 .the Conſecration, than it 

up of £ the F Fruit of the Vine before 


1 


5 10 55 


tte 


e 2 

ede e of. this Dilemma our 
105 of 150 ren WOE Anſwer , but endea- 
Bure to evade the Force of it by calling it 


Ne juſt witg Suppoſition extravagant ij (c) ſupported. 


Wat # 


Gr. p. 73. TIP, indeed is net very ceremonious, but 
ran e is acc very;Jogical neither. It is a 
litt 


1 10 0 much ON, 155 Fg Perſon 0 be 
t derato e Diſputant; the Judge 
and the Ad bee Sea ſort. of Proof at 

derts required 19 Make this Freedom of 
ieee une ngep Abe Nes, But to let 


is Language 1 80 ader may ob- 


er ve that S. Ha 7 pry declares that our | 
Lord WES. | before he gave it to 
his Di ciples, he the Scriptures teſtify 


| that he called it Yhe_Fruit of the Vine 28 
1 he gave it to his Diſtjples, and conſequent- 
| ly after it was mixed; from whence it evi- 
dentiy follows, that either 8. Bafil did not 
uſe thoſe Words to expreſs unmixed Wine, 
. or elſe he uſed them in a different Senſe 
| from our Lord, becauſe himſelf declares 
(d) Nec. that our Lord Ape a Mixture by (d) 
9. 177. them. This is à ſufficient Proof of the fit ſt 


part of the Dilemma, and will always be 
look d 


| 


A 
7 
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bas 
look d upon as hehe 15 
rings foe R Rea fon 0 19 8 
as for the dthet zit 18 cl b 
1 bave alfetc 78 
mean a Mixture 
the Cup was called d the 
fore kurt Mistüxe wa 
more Examples of the” 1915 in | 5 
ſcen iti Th? e) Wege |» Jr! aber tusÞ 3... > 
But, ſays. aus, Autho! pl {2 148 * tola p. 78. 
Adi and e 247 "I wid relates the 


ome of the trme or other, \ 
5 upon a 11 55 5 pe 1 Lk ater # = * 
Fruit of ut 7255 Gent ee 
. 95 17 52 er, a 4% 1740 one f, 
ngular,N. 122 I Wee Ta ESA tbe £ajt 
147 A Tor it, 935 5 called 0 
empty Cup K 100 * But this 55 {A No juſt 


W be 125 00 any 1 . 4H 


t ke ſg. Gr. 5. 75» 
For the”. 'S. Baffl is decl aired, tor: 592 1805 
2 726 900 0 tc Tin, 73 FSR, he « 9 80 


1 Fit « 0 e t 


Ag nene plainly Nel 5 160 Aa Ex- 
05 9 


; ld, 7 the e talm 0d Sg 

E 4 mixed ane not 15 n em 107075 8 (8 =_ 
Baſil ſpoke ag recably to the Tal 1920 e 5. 180. 
both meant the ſame. thing 5 18 lame E X 
an but oy will no in ore. Infer the 
Emptineſs of th talmudicꝶ G NE that-of 
S. Baſil's, than the calling Tha conſecrated 
Cup the Euchariſt, will. ty that the en- 
cheriſtick Cup is never eg For he 
that ſays out Sapigge ook che. ee 
Cup and con feer red 4” Gertain] y, means the 


ſame thing by e Ter ms Euthatiſtick Cup, . 4 
with him ch 105 our ins be oe 8. 
ſecrated the Elem FS, chile pie the eu- 
ae Fap 988 Di i 06 and yet one 

213 & - * app. ies 


Calls the Pocu 
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plies that Expreſſon to as different 3 

urpoſe from the other, as 8. Bafil does 

from the Talmud; that is, both apply it to 
the ſame thing, but differ in the time. One 
um Conſecratum , the eucha- 

riſtick Cup, the other the pocy/um Conſe- 


crandum, juſt: as the Talmud names. the Ca- 


licem mixium, the Fruit of the Vine, and S. 


Bal the calicem miſcendum, _ 


% 


F 


After the many Pages of Diſpute abouf 


at laſt ackno w- 


Rieu, this Gentleman 


(i No juſt ledges that it moſt cn implies a (%) Mix- 
Gr. 5. 76. ure. A Conceflion, which one would think 


0% w. 


\ 


of Wine and Water 


ſufficlent to prevent any farther Repetitions 
upon that Controverſy, and yet the Obje- 
dor affirms it will ſtand us in no ſtead, unleſs 


we could prove-fartber, that it always and ne- 


ceſſarily (i) fignifies ſo. But under Fayour, 
the proving part lies on his own Side. For 
Words will always be taken in their com- 


mon and known Senſe, till either the Con- 
text or the Subject be proved to require a 
different Interpretation. It is incumbent 
hen upon the Afiſwerer to give ſome Rea- 
ſon ſor tranſſating out of general Cuſtom, 
and deviating from the common and recei- 


ved Verſion of the Term. For as himſelf 


owns, we have*Frequency of Uſage, and 
' Obviouſneſs of Senſe to weigh againſt Sin- 


"4 


12 and Rareneſs of Example. But the 


Truth is, this ſame Expreſſion is 2 to 
the ſame Cup, and explained to a Mixture 
many Writers of 


HDsSee Ar. (E) 3 which is more than ſufficient 

leaning, and obviate the Force 
of the Objector's Criticiſm „ becauſe it will 
be difficult to underſtand what any Man 
means, it Authors who ſpeak in the ſanfe 
RIES: ws Terms 


to the Ne. to fx Its 


pP. 188. 


Fi. * 
V 
Terms of the ſame Subject, are not to be 
underſtogd in the en 

And here we may obſerve, that theſe 
Gentlemen are embaraſſed in their Diſcourſes 

about Keggyryuti, and interpret it in Oppo- 

fition to one another, and even to them- 
ſelves. For the learned Author of the No 

Reaſon, allows it to ſignify z Mixxure in all 

the cited Authorities, in which it (7) occurs. (1) NoRe. 
But the No ſufficient Reaſon, in contradicti- f. 5, 26. 
on to that Gentleman, declares it means 
pouring (m) tx, and the No juſt Grounds, (m) N. S. 
contrary to him, contends for its being in- K %. 51. 
terpreted a pouring (z) our. And this is („eo juſt 
the more wonderful, becauſe we find the Gr. p 73, 
latter Interpretation inſiſted upon in the 75. 
. very Section in which he is vindicating the 
Authorities he had before produced for the 

(o) former. But the Reaſpn'of this Diver- (o) Ib. p. 
ſity of Tranſlation is plain; pouring into is 75+ 

a Senſe that is not compatible with the 
Paſſage in S."Bafil, and wou'd have deſtroy- 

ed the Argument founded upon it. For if 

Keegions ſignifies pouring into, then it is evi- 

dent the woJicuy 3% 54 yoriuers The dll 

can't ſignify a Cup of Wine, becauſe, as 

this Author reaſons, the Cup is called by 

that Name, before the xiggoue, or Infuſion 

of Wine is made. But to cut this Matter 

ſhort, I can't ſee any Advantage this Gen- 

tleman can reap from the one Interpretati- 

on any more than the other, nor that it can 

any more ſignify pouring out than pouring 

into, unleſs he will aſſert, that at the eu- 
chariſtick Inſtitution there were two Cups 

of the Fruit of the Vine, one out of which, 

and the other into which the Wine was 
poured. For ſince our Saviour gave his 

$47... ũ Diſciples 
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diples the Cup of the Fruit, of the = 
mou is Argument, bp Scha oY 65 Cup 
of that Cup was" a ot 0 
the Fruit of the Vines i t 1 
. Fc two. Cups, or. "thi en 
To 9 he Objeaip n concern ing be Etymo⸗ 
. LE woul as. oon prove 
28 0 "Veſſel. neceſla 135 a Mixture, 55 
8 Ny 75 Was nch rom the Cuſtom of 
92 5 Fa of ſuch Velltt; 1 It was An 
221 ſwered hrif,. that ſuppe int 5 Qu, aviou "hat 
4 A - uſed a fin „We cou The om thence 
_ infer the Nece ty 'of 7 Pra ice, becauſe 
/ the,C 7 8 than a \ ErrcumPance, not hi x 
Aut. . ek eceptacle of the e A ungre i 
ents, that it receives the lemin ts, % the Jas 
cred Building does the 170 nica 30 ut 1 
be no more proved nece ſary, ME 7 
(p) Nec. the (p) Church. And 2dly,, Tha WG dan 
P. 181. ag Argument from mere 0 0 458d chat 
27 
Words are to be Mmergrejed Tom the 


uſe of them in.the beſt Aut FT 5 FR 


derſtood according to of Seaſe 

(7 Ib. in which T 
determined. But to this che Nine 

cor has. made no Reply; at d þ eh e 

another place it. bad been ob ry 15 that io 

bad offer d noone Reaſon, nor giyen. 4095 

nſtance to 7 that they, drank mete 

Wine out ef, the Harn Veſſel, and that 

therefore the contrar y might be the Practice, 

he anſwers that it has not been ſhown, that 

any ever grauted that ſort of Veſſels to have 

(r) No juſt deen always. (r) mixed. Nor was it his Op- 

_ 76. — Buſineſs. to ſhow that, they did. 
h a_Conceflion may reaſonably be ſup= * 

paſed, here no Argument ; is broußbt tao | 

NF the 


iv. Sag 


the Lonttaty. And this is al that * ur- 
ged. in efic verge where it is argued, 


at the cautrar Lo FPS, unmix'd Liquor 


ae abe Horn MIGHT For any thing that 
bas, been aid, le the I . S) Proflice. (s) App. 
And indeed the conſtant nawledged ? 186. 
Uſe of the Mixture among de Ancients, 
will go ſome way towards proving ol it. 
However it is fair to ſuppoſe a Conceſſion 
of an unſupported Doctrine, and that Sup- 
oſition will be a good Argument, till the 
Peering be ſhewn to have ſome Reaſon or 
Authority to.rely upon, which this Gentle- 
man. has not attempted to do in his Defence. 
There, was chen no Impropriety, no — * 
tantable 1 5 in, the followin 
monk. be 7 fry, 5 65 Cu of 
0 | kn 044, 0 _— Veſſel of Horz, and that 
Veſſel: was, always. mixed, then Kev muſs 
always. mes Mixture. Fot if our Author 
cannot ſheu that it was once uſed for pure 
Wing, the Wer oy will conclude that it was 
1 used. 2, A But ſays the 
A without, ſuch a Conceſſion [of the 
gn Veſſel $Þcing always mi ed ] his, Argu- 
=. amounts,; only. to this ; my the. Anſwerey 
will grant thut notbing but what, was. mixed 
WAS. - at out of a Veſſel of Horn, then he 
muſs grant likew 2 4 what, was , drank out 
of ſuch a Veſſel, was (t) mixed. But whether () No juſt 
this, can by any Method in the World be Gr. p. 76. 
the Senſe of that Argument, the. Reader will 
judge by comparing the Words as. himſelf 
has, quoted em, wi * Repreſentation 
9 re given of them. However we will ex- 


amine a little into the Particulars of his 

Reaſoning. Throw 2way the Conceſſion, 

ſays he, and the Argument will ſtand thus: 
It 
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If the Anſwerer will grant that the Horn 
was always mixed, then hie muſt grant that 
That is, 


the Horn was always mixed. is 
throw away the Conceſſidn, and that very 
ConceMon will be the antecedent in the 7 5 
logiſm from which it is thrown away. For 
the uninterrupted Practice of mixing the 


Horn, was the Conceſſion he finds fault 


with, and was urged in the Argument to 
which he aſcribes it in almoſt the ſame 
Words, as he uſes in the Argument from 
which he ſays it is rejected. that Veſſel 
was always mixed is the Expreſſion in the 
former, and if the Anſwerer will grant that 
nothing but what was mixed was drank out ' of 
it, is his own in the latter. And to ſhe. 

the Difference between theſe two with re- 


gard to the Point before vs, will, I believe;. 


require more than the Subtilty of a School- 
man. But 2dly, The Argument which this 
Gentleman' has made up, as he ſays, withour 
the Conceſſion, confiſts of nothing elſe but 
the Conceſſion ; for the Subject of the Que- 
ſtion was a er the Point to be proved; 
was that it ſignified a Mixture, the Reaſok 
upon which that Proof was founded, was 
becauſe it was derived from the Cuſtom of 
drinking out of a Horn Veſſel, and the 
Conceſſion was, that Veſſels of that Sort 
were always mixed. The ObjeQor under- 
takes to deſtribe the Argument without the 
Conceſſion, and gives us the following Syl- 
logiſm fot a Deſcription. F the Anſwerer 
will grant thut nothing but what was mixed 
was drank out of a Vtssz1, or Horn, then 
he muſt GRanT likewiſe, that what was drank 
out of ſuch a Vtsst1y was nined. Here is not 
one 


( 
1 
! 
t 
= ( 
1 
1 
- 
t 


tan) 


de Word 'abour thin 8589 
bi 909 2 a wo, on "ns tlie 


jeaſt mention of any pA 45 Argument 
chat it and för, 110 ; 9 Argue 


effion, which aloſſe d. 1 hole Ret 
a wat de n'd'to w mop: In æ word} | 
it epteſents' all har 7 it * t to e 
clude, and excludes all that it 5 brought 
to repreſent.” W 
T0 eonctude 2 If & yl we this Ges 
tleman's Word, that he has tejected the 
Coticefſon from his Account of his Oppo 
nent's Argument; his Deſcription is'ſo\far 
from repreſenting that Argument, that it 
wants both tie Premiſes and the Concluſi- 
on. Hur if we interpret the Deſcription 
according to the Senſe bf the Words, it is 
ſo far from teje&ing the Conceſſon, that ie 
is à Stranger to ererß othet Part of the 
Argument, is a mere Repetition of the 
Conteffion alone, and inſtead of exhibitin 
the Syllogiſm it is brought to rep _ 
exhibits Cay one Propoſſtidom of 5 and 
makes the Antecedent of his Abthors Hy- 
pot het; both the Antetedent and 'Conſe- 
ue of his dn Deſcription.” Such is the 
& of labouting for Refeation. But k 


© proceed: - 
The next Arg ument was Ae from 
/ 12 5970 een Cops by dreglir, and 


from the Reaſon of the 
1 Thing 20 the Authority of Plutarch. But 
againſt this the Anſwerer complaits that 

Jaying is one thing; aud proving is (u) another, bs Nopft 

4 hich is very true, but ſeems a little exceh- Gr.. 77. 
trical in the Place before us; for either it 
relates to the Obſervation from the Reaſon 
got the Thing, or to the Teſtimony urged 
F from 


h ys O 


5 . t 42 þ 
1 om Plutarch. If 0 the firſt, it is i 


becauſe that is a (x) Negative, and to re- 
quire Proof of a Negative, i is Fhanging Se 


iHlogical, 


in an Argument, and altering the Rules of 
Diſpute, If ta the latter, it „L. 
becauſe the + was referrd to from 
whence that Author's Teſtimony was ex 
ated, and if the ObjeQor diſlikes the | 
L it is incumbent upon him 
to ſhew that the Words will bear a different 
Senſe. However, let the Reader conſider 
them, and paſs his Judgment ppon. them, 
Plutarch having mentioned the different 
Opinions of mm , Socicles, c. neither 
of which prove any thing againſt the Mix- 
ture, proceeds to give. his own in theſe 
Words, Aaad leur Thy Neri d arb. 
@a1ivoy , Ide) Guonayeu dxearbrefey ati G, T7 
Cog, ws Uh dTaw Tiv} T3 AN toopbve, 
xa ref 0 "AugrToniTN Zi Ae oH, 4. | 
vooy 371 Teaſe! py 6 'AX1MA&S N Polrine 2 N 
od ueela ge uriges as cid ds, v ð* age xai 
Jas, A deen tes, vad dre ol d eg, | 
enter RN Thy A That is, © But I | 
te told them their Diſpute was childiſh, who 
« were afraid to acknowledge that — 
ce was uſed for def, leſt an Abſurdity 
* ſhou'd be imputed to Achilles, as Zoilrs | 
the Amphipolitan imagined, being igno- | 
rant that Achilles, knowing Phenix and 
4 Ulyſſes to be elderly Men, that. took n 
«« Pleaſure in Wine over much diluted, but 
* contrariwile in that which had leis of the 
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(x) His expounding Lag! by Zneglov, is NO Pro 
that he thought Ces ſee excluded a Mixture, becauſe 3 
area tes itſelt does not exclude it. Nec. 5. 187. 


« Mixture 


— 
Y 


.. 
« Mirtüre, as other Old Men do, com- 

* mands the Mixture to be made more 

« ſtrong“ This is Plutarch's' Determina- 
tion, and is too clear to need a Comment. 
But the learned Anſwerer has another 
Objection. Plur arch, he ſays, teſtifies the 
uſe of ihe comparative ee inſtead of the 
boſitive, to have been very (y) uſual, and from g No juſt 
| F thence infers that Homer might write the Gr. 7. 77. 
| one for the other. But what Homer might 


do, is not the Queſtion. A Poſſibility, tho 


| it may be ſufficient to obviate an Argument 
founded upon the contrary Suppoſition; can 
never prove the Practice of whick it is a 
- Poffibiliry. Nor does it follow, that becauſe 
f the Poet might write in that manner, there- 


fore he did, and yet this was what our Au- 
; thor produced him for. Beſides, the Reaſon 
„of that Obſervarion about the Degree of 
, Compariſon ,” was to ſhew that Cegbriter 
p might be uſed for Ce, but Cogr is in that 
very Place explain'd by HFvxezlo, and muſt 
„therefore, if it be of any Force, directly 
| F overthrow the Objection it was brought to 
5 prove. However let us ſuppoſe that Homer 
„dic ufe the Comparative for the Poſitive De- 
ee, and by de mean an undiluted Liquor, 

hat Advantage will this be to the Obje- 

- Y Qor's Cauſe ?'Cou'd not the Prince of Poets 
d mean a Mixture by ꝓiſce merum? Or is 
0 any Wine more thang merum, till it is mixed d 
Ik it is not, the Objection can be of no 
c Force. But I have before ſhewn from Plu- 
3 tarch, that a Mixture was meant by thoſe 
Words, and need not therefore enlarge any 


farther upon the Point. 


14 The 


4 2 


5 _— 1 that both: 

ar baud oro intorprer Laß er 
1e, not to = 5 

5 well ſcrye, as to * 

the —— Citation, from 


to, the . 1 
be 5 Us 0 it oc ror ET 
W. And 


men lachen \ 


A 0; bo rily mixe | | 
9965 18 e tion it was beach to, 

MY e Te {je of "the; Cauſe, arg 
. Fur Whether S may} . 


e applisd rg an, unmi or not; for 

22 0 al. * W A 18 

er to bea Mixture, my have. before 
ſhewn. that the Suben of which it is. ſpo= 

is nat only. capable of being. mixed, 

r 26, but necellarily requires has 2) ee 

37e tion. And to N e a ef 155 is 

next to impoſſib $ to conceiv chat all the 

1 who ſpak ko of the Euch ey Cup, 

6, een y, agree int Uſe: of 2 

3 which, ,moſt ae  lignified. - 


ixture, and not one of them in any one 


Place, ſh e proper. Term 

In; Tn. hey ad ri defi nd, to Pr 
form us that our Saviour pour d. Wine Tag 
Cup. This Gentleman then might ha 

d his Cit ions . that Point, de 
if they were ſuſſcient t. prove all they 
were brought or, the Cauſe or the Mix- 
ture: 0 abe remain a 5 0 5 Dub. it a be 
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67 4) No juſt 
T. P. 79. 
pod. wank 
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7 > ae e ers 
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is not pochlum miſcere, but in poculo 


* p Lo, Re will 
ities. ut. et. 
rquble "Yo hoc he 51 and and th 

Ne of the 75 Lale, 


2 will 


boculum miſcuit, dges not o — in 
an the FARES: 5% . 

iguars not eG Cup 3 anc 3 
h rhgnity. an, lend 
join with Wine, Fete . may 52 tion 
whether they will admit. of G Þ r 
e 


learn from one of 


ahh the e has — — for hs — 


Expoſition of Miſceo, that, 


does ſignify an Infuſion, then the — . — 


any. one Sf 
1/ceo, and 


Martial does not ſay, Hic ſcyphms- , 


take 


RN OA) 
> * 2.20 


* - Ld d % 


miſcetur, bye His ſcyphm eſt, in 475 (b) miſce= (6) N. S. 
tur. oer, it is not rexrdes, R. p. 31. 
but ivo 42 Walke And 24h, Tho vinum t. 4 


infundere be... intelligible Language, yet pa- 
culum infunderę is ſomewhat, abſcure... And 
I believe neither Homer nor Martial wou d 
underſtand us, if we * to 5 1 that 


in Fr ga. to 


mien 1 to be le dls . ſtances; 
are nat temperamentum vini, 1 calicit, not 
mixtio vini, but calicis, as may be ſeen in 


his own Account of (c) them. And in like (e) Ib. p. 
manner jt is nat vue id. r in S. Hafi. but 51. 


rieic at Tolnewy. ' * . 

Before I dilmiſs this Head, it may be 
proper ta examine what the learned Obje- 
Gor __ offer d from Enftarhion, as a Reaſon 
4 "— 


( No juſt 
x. . 75. 


i >... 1 
why {#9 cannot fignify mixing in the 
Talks E hes Quoted it, Fg, nel, 
becanſe Libations, ſuch as were there Jpoten of, 
were made pot of mixt, \but are undiluted (d) 
Mie. But whether this eo can — 
together depended upon, may be matter g 
Seo ö aue Homer ankaF informs dis 
more” than once, tha the Libation- Wine 
was the late that they drank! for Pleaſure 
and (e) Refrement, and I neęd not prove 
that the Wine which they dr Ank for Plezz 
ſure and Refreſhment,” Was Always mixed, 
nor that undiluted Wine was reckon d a 


diſreputabſe Drink? xk 


(f) w. p. 


79. 


But ai is alſo applied to Nectar, which, 
fays the learned Anſwerer, I am pretty confi- 
dent our Author will not ſo much as pretend Was 
drunk with (f) Water. But I don't know 
what Reaſon this Gentleman has for ſup- 
poſing the contrary. And *till he can pro- 
duce ſome kind of Authority for interpre- 
ting it of an unmixed Liquor, I ſhall think 
my ſelf. obliged to forbear charging Cahpſos 
Entertainment with an infamous Practice, 
and thinking that ſhe and her Gueſt drank | 
ont of Cuſtom and Rule. 
Fbe Obſervation from the Text in the 
Proverbs, that tene muſt ſignify an Infu 
on, becauſe it is joined with dc reer can 
be of no Service to our Author, becauſe 
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2 
75 
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(e) Ad A dg xl Tor Ge olvor ce, 


him- 


* 


fan) 
imſelf owns that «. is often uſed in the 

1 — Senſe with &, 125 fronten that 

Meaety 6s re H dals olror, is not an un- 

Treeedanred Expreſſion , for ſbe mixed. her 

Mine in the Cup. And as for the more or 

ſeſs Obviouſneſs of the Phraſe, that is no 

Objection, unleſs the Anſwerer can ſhew, 

that the Lxxii nevet made uſe of any but 

the moſt obvious Expreſſions. Beſides tt 

igzoy 6s nel des is as eaſy a; Compoſition 

for mixing in the. Cup, as arah⁰νο e d 

N cexredoy is for. being left in the Camp, 

which yet is the Language of an eloquent 

Ee Nor is the other Argument (g) Dion. 

better ſupported; for the ſame Principle —— 

that gave it Birth, will deſtroy it. Unleſs — * 

we underſtand the Words in our Senſe, ſays diotiſmis 

this Gentleman, xo. Reaſon can be. given for p. 327: 

their [the Lxxii]-inſerting dc ace, which 

Words not being in the Hebrew, could. be ad- 

ded with no ot her Intent, than to explain avon : 

In in ſuch a manner as beſt agreed with, (h) - b) No juſt 

them. That is, nab being likely to be in- Gr: 7. Ko. 

terpreted a Mixture, the Septuagint added 

& lente in their Verſion, that it might be 

underſtood of an unmixed Infuſion. But 

can it be imagined that they would, have 

tranſlated n20n by migzow, an equivocal 

Term in the Hebrew, by as equivocal a 

Word in the Greek, if they had intended to 

ward againſt a Mixture? Cou'd they deſign 

to limit the Paſſage to an undiluted Cup _ 

expreſſing it in ſuch Terms, as our Author 

himſelf ownsare capable of a contrary mean- 

ing ? For it is allowed that *iexoty de acid 

en may mean the ſame as MECLTEY WY KERTNCL 

and that is a Mixture. If this had been 

their Intention, they might have explain'd 

it 


. * 
it by Axe terre, or other Words of ah 
imcotitroverted Senſe. For the 7 —. 
ptionable Terms are required for Expli- 
, aba to provide 4 inſt Miſtake. 
Sine then the Words in the Hebrew do 
moſt naturally and properly ſignify 2 Mix- 
ture; and ſince the Septuagint have tranſla- 
ted them in Language capable of that Sig- 
nification, by hen they might have _ ex- 
preſſed them by Terms of an oppoſite Mean- 
ing, it WR; I think, they had no Deſign 
to limit them to that Meaning, to which 
their Words do not limit them, nor to 
eenclude a Mixture which their Words 
4d do not execlude. But let us ſee in what 
1 1:1.» Senſe they have always been taken; for 
this is the ſureſt Method of determining 
the Diſpute. The learned Magenſelins tells 
us, that in an ancient Jewiſb MS. in his 
Hands there are theſe Words. The Term 
900 ir to be explain'd from that Phraſe in the 
Proverbs, Chap. ix. 2. She bath mingled her 
Mie: 'Becanſe in every noch there are a Num- 
2 ber of Conſtitutions mix d (i) together : from 
2. Trad. Whetice it plainly appears that a Mixture 
De uxore Was the received Signification of that Text, 
adult. ſuſ- becaufe if it had not, the appealing to it for 
rec. g. 1. interpteting a Word detived from h, to 
a Mixture, wou'd have been a manifeſt 
Abſurdity. This Interpretation is alſo con- 
firmed by the Polyglor Verſions, which do all 
unanimouſiy concur to explain it by miſcuit 
vinum, and has beſides all this the roving 

() op Authority of Origen and S. Cyprian, the fir 
rem. xiii, Of which declares it to ſignify mixed (k) 
12. Wine, and the other exprefly Wine mixed 
Ep. 63. with (/) Water. | 1 | 
99 4 To 


14 4 
To the ObjeRion that was offer d againſt 
the Argument drawn from the Expreſſion of 
Axęare⸗ xenepro wares in the X evelation, it is 
anſwered; that the Appendix tells us from 
Dr. Hammond, that the due Nl - 
4 Cup (m) unmixed, &c. whereas neither the 
Appendix nor Dr. Hammond do eithet of 
them ſay any ſuch thing, but the direct con- 
trary. They do indeed obſerve, that the 
5 axegl@&- is a Cup unmixed with Water, 
c. but then they do alſo obſerve, that 
— hi©- ſignifies a Mixture, and proves 
that ſame Cup to have been mixed, tho 
not with Water, yet with thoſe ſtupifying 
Infuſions, which were ordinarily given to 
them that were put to Death, and which 


(m) No 
juſt Gt. 
p. St. 


are uſed metaphorically in the Revelation 


for the aſtoniſhing Judgments of God. But, 
ſays this Gentleman, % it does not come 
quite up to what the Anſwerer contends for, 
yet it is no way reconcilable to that ſame Mix- 
ture, for which our Author is ſo xcalois, and 


ſo is not to his (n) Purpoſe. Now the Citati- ( 1bi& 


on was produced by the Author of No fff 
cient Reaſon, as an Inſtance of Ksegrvur's bes 
ing uſed in a different Senſe from a Mix- 
ture, but this Gentleman owns it does not 
come quite up to what that Author con- 
rends for, that is, it is not an Inſtance o 
JM Keezmur's being uſed in a different Senf 
from a Mixture, and conſcquently it is o 


defend. Nor is it any Objection to urge 
Ihe Irreconcilableneſs of this Mixture with 
That in diſpute. For nothing can be con- 
ZFluded from hence, but that Kregwopr is 
A pplicable to other Mixtures beſides that of 
Wine and Water, which No body ever que- 

| G Kion'd ; 


Ino Service to the Cauſe it was brought to 


—_— 
Kion'd ; but T believe'onr Author will hard- 
Ty ' aſcribe” any other Mixture to it, When 
applied to the Euchariſtick Cup; if he 
mould, the contrary will manifeſtly appear 

from the expreſs mention of Wine and Wa- 
ter in Juſtin Martyr, Irene, Clemens Alex—- 
andrinit, and 8. Cyprian ; in the Couneils of 
Carthage, Orleans, Braga and Tullio; in the 
Apoſtolical Conſtitutiont, and in the Jeruſalem, 
Alerundrian, Conſtuntinopolitan, e , 
and Neſtorian Litargtes, and in other Wri- 
ters, Councils, and Forms of Publick*'Wor= 
6 TTheodorns Mopſue tens comes next, but 
having anſwered our Authors Obſervations 
upon (o) Origen, I have alſo ànfwered his 
Defence of this Writer's Teſtimony 
The laſt Inſtance produced by the learned 
Anſwerer in Vindication of his Expoſition 
of Keeavr u is from a diſputed Treatiſe of 
S. Athanaſius, where ſpeaking of the Bene- 
fits and Effect of the eueliariſtical Elements, 
he obſerves that the Nine works Sobriety in 
the Soul of all the Participants, as if (Chriſt) 
had mixed his own” Blood in the Cup; as i 
negrhes” mefras d dale Gimme. 'But' here our 
Author interprets nee. to an Infuſion, 
and gives us the following Reaſons why he 
cant allow it to ſignify a Mixture; Firſt, 
| becauſe im with an Accuſative Caſe, © fignifies | 
(p) 1b. p. moſt properly into, not (p) in, which proves | 
nothing, unleſs it can be made appear that 
this Prepoſition always, as well as moſt 
properly, ſigniſies into, which cannot, as is 
plain from 'Pſal. 118. where Teror3iwai'tnd 1 


Ox. 2 0 


Nr. ON <4 DPM-ay #t © o ms i hn en ie 


Kreur is uſed for confidere in Domino, to © 
truſt m the Lord. Secondly, becauſe it can- Þ, 


ot be literally and truly ſaid of our Saviour, 
| that 


Fly 


I A ome 2 oo © mo 
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(52) 
#hat. he really mingted/ his:(q) Bload,. which is (% No 

befide. the Queſt ion, becaule tho our Saviour ON 12 
can't be literally ſaid to have mingled hian 
Blood, yet he may in a figurative and ſpiri- 


i cual Senſe. Nor is the Paſlage, as it is inter- 


preted in the Appendix, capable of any 
other Meaning. For to ſay that the Mix- 
ture of. the Wine is as effectual to the Com- 
municants, as if Chriſt's Blood was mixed. 
in the Cup, plainly ſuppoſes that Blood to 
be not literally mingled. And yet theſe 
very Words are to be found in that Trea- 
riſe: The' Vine, which repreſents the Blaud of 
Chriſt, being mixed in the Cup of the Euchariſt, 
# As effeftual to the Conveyance of Sobriety and 
Virtue, As ww that very Blood which is repre= 


ſented by it, was it ſelf mixed in the Sacred (r)(r) Appen. 
Veſſel. Beſides, we may obſerve, that if this P- 189. 


Argument was true, it wou'd affect his on 
Expoſition, as much as that which he oppo- 

ſes. For our Saviour can no more be ſaid 
literally to have poured his ou Blood into the 

(5) Cup, than to have mingled it. But 3 5%, (5) No juſt 
Whereas it was urged that xe was plain: Gt · . 37+ 
ly uſed by the Writer of this Treatiſe in a 
liturgical Senſe, which had been proved to 

be that of 'a Mixture, he anſwers that he 

can by no Means admit of any ſuch Proof having 

been (t) given, But this I ſhall refer to the 0 Ib. 5. 
Judgment of the Reader, and proceed to 82· 
his Objection againſt the Explication of the 

Paſſage before us, from the — 

of Chriſt's Blood in the Wine, and that of 


tte People in the Water mention'd by 8. 
Odrian. Firſt, he ſays, this Diſtinction does 


wot come home to our (u) Point. But what is our () 11; 
Point > The Kies-lz of Chriſt's Blood, is © 


1 f the Subject - of our Diſagreement. That 


8 2 Term 


— 


T:52 ] | 
Teerm is own'd by our Author-moſt-natural- 
Y No joſt ly to ſignify a (æ) Mixture; and S. Cypriars 
Gr. 5. 76. Diſtin&tion plainly ſhews, that the Mixture 
of: Chriſt's Blood was a Form of Speech 
well known to thoſe Times. For he declares 
that the Mixture of the Wine.with the Wa- 
ter, repreſented. the Mixture of Chriſt's 
Blood with the People. But replies the 
learned Anſwerer, there is no Foundation for 
it the Diſtinction] in Scripture, where our 
Saviour ſpeaks nothing of auy Water in the (y) 
Euchariſt, the reverſe of which I have ſhewn 
to be true more than once, and ſhall there- 
fore only obſerve that, if what this Gentle- 
man ſays was Fact, and S. Cyprian's Diſtin- 
&ion had indeed no Foundation in Scrip- 
ture, his Argument wou'd as well prove 
that S. Cyprian himſelf did not make uſe of 
it, as the 'Author of the Treatiſe aſcribed to 
8. Athanaſius. For S. Cyprian had the uſe of 
the Scriptures as well as that Writer, and 
which is more, appeals to them far that 
verry Diſtin&tian, which the Objector pro- 
(x) Ep.63. nounces(Sunſcriptural. But to conclude, the 
i learned Anſwerer tells us, that there is not 
any Hint of ſuch a Mixture in the Words pro- 
duced. And to build upon a contrary Suppofiti- 

on, ſays he, is to beg the Queſtion, not to prove 
2 (a) it. Now I have not only ſuppoſed, but 
d given my Reaſans why «eas muſt ſignify ß 
a Mixture, and I am ſatisfied this Gentle- 
| | man will not interpret the Paſlage of Chriſt's * 

real Blood, and conſequently the Mixture 
190 of Chriſt's Blood muſt mean that of his re- 
bt preſentative Blood, which is the Euchariſt. 
1 | In ſhort, let the World judge who muſt de- 
ferve the Charge of begging the Queſtion, 
thaſe who interpret ve according (e 
K 


V 1b. 
P. 82. 


* 
9 
8 i. _—_— —_ „* nn einm pul MM. — 8 ts. 2 a 8 


El _ 7 
irs natural and common Signification, by 
eccleſiaſtical Teſtimony and cuſtomary Lan- 
guage, or thoſe who are defective in all 
theſe, whoſe Expoſition has no Foundation, 
but an uncertain Criticiſm, nor any Argu- $27 
ment for its Defence, that does not either 
err in the Matter, or fail in the Conſe- 
quence. Thus much for xteiνꝗꝗ, &c. 
The learned Anſwerer proceeds to his 
Objections againſt the Teſtimony of Juſtin 
Martyr, and repeats his Aſſertion from Mr. 
Daillee, that the Apoſtles did not give any the 
leaſt Intimation of a Mixture. But that Fa- 
ther's own Words having been appeal'd to 
for the contrary Teſtimony, and the Terms 
Wine and Water inſerted in the Tranſlation 
upon the Authority of the Context, which 
expreſsly mentions thoſe two Elements ; he 
declares that Inſertion to be groundleſs, and 
calls it avowed Interpolation and (b) Corrup- (i juſt 
tion. But under Favour, to unite the Text Gr. p. $3. 
with the Context, and prefix the Subject to 
every Article of the Diſcourſe to which it 
belongs, is not Interpolation, but is war- 
ranted by the Laws of Speech, and the 
Practice of all Expoſitors. Thus Biſhop 
Pearſon in his moſt uſeful and learned Expo- 
ſition of the Creed, inſerts the Words I be- 
lieve, before the ſecond and ninth Articles, 
c. tho' they are not prefix d to any but 
the firſt and eighth, and is ſo far from look- 
ing upon that Inſertion to be Interpolation, 
that he declares it requiſite for the Explica- 
tion of the Faith, and affirms it to be neceſ- 
ſary and eſſential to a right Confeſſion, that 
the Credo which is but twice rehearſed in the 
Original, ſhou'd be believed to be virtual- 
ly ſet at the Head of every Article. Bur 
2 | * becauſe 


(e) No juft 
Gr. P. 83. 


11 
becauſe: this Gentleman is pleaſed to aſſert, 
that there is not the leaſt Intimation ot a 
Mixture in Juſtin s Account of the Inſtituti- 
on, if his Words are left ſaly to ſtand by 
(e) themſelves; I ſhall give the Reader: the 
whole Paſſage without any af the Inſertions 
ſo unreaſonably complain d of, and leave 
the World to judge, whether I have done 
any thing more than the Context requires, 
and the Senſe implies. Thoſe, ſays the Mar- 
tyr, whom we call Deacons, diftribute the 
CONSECRATED BREAD, and Wing, AND Wa- 
TER, ta all that are preſent, and carry. it to 
the Abſent.. And ruis Foop we call the Eu- 
chariſt, un icn it is not lawful: for any to par- 
tale af, but ſuch as believe our Dactrines to be 
true, are waſhed in the Laver of Regeneration, 
for the Remiſſion of their Sins, aud live accor- 
ding to Chrift's Direftion. - For we da nat re- 
ceive IT as common Bread and common Drink, 


| J. but as our Saviour Jeſus Chriſt, who was in- 


caruate by the Mord of Gad, had Fleſh and 
Blood far the ſake of our Salvation: Fo we 
have been taught that Tae Fon by which" our 
Fleſh and Blood is nouriſhed ly its paſſing into 
our Subſtance, being ſauttified by the Prayer of 
his Word, is the Fleſh and Blood of that incar- 
nate Jeſus: For the Apoſtles in their Commen- 
zaries, which are called Goſpels, have delivered 
this as the Command of Chriſt to them, who, 
when he had taken Bread, and given Thanks, 
faid, Do this in Remembrance of me ; This is my 
Body. And likewiſe when. he had taken. the 
Cup, and given Thanks, ſaid, This is my Blood. 
Here the Apologiſt tells the Emperor, that 
Bread, and Wine, and Water, was the Food 
which was conſecrated for the Communion | 
ot the Faithful, and which they called the 

4 p 1 by 1 5 > ; Euchariſt 


% 


CFE 
Fuchuriſt; that they did not receite it as 


common Nourihment, but as the Body and 
Blood of Chriſt, and that the Reaſon of 
their aſcribing that Change to it, was Foun- 
ded upon our Saviour's Language and In- 
ay” recorded in che Hiſtory of the Goſ- 
pel. Now can it be imagined that he de- 
aged to exelude Water from Chriſt's In- 
ſtitution, when he appeals to it in Defence 

of the Chriſtian Practise, "which he expre(] 
declares was to conſecrate Bread and Wine, 
und Water? Did he think the Church had 
Power to inſtitute a new Euchariſt, and 
eonſecrate that into Chriſt's Body and 
Blood, which Chriſt had not ordained > IF 
he did not, ho con'd he believe the Mix- 
ture an unneceſſary Uſage? That Mixture 
Which he ſays was conſecrated, was the 
Chriſtian Euchariſt, and was received as 
_— Blood of Chriſt. Tis erue indeed, the 
2 cites our Saviour's Words for the 
of their receiving his Body and 

Blood, but this had been no Proof at all, 

if the Elements which the ' Chriſtians par- 
took of, had not been the ſame with thoſe 
which our Lord denominated his Body and 
Blood ; for Chriſt's calling Bread and Wine 
his Fleſh and Blood, cou'd never ſhew that 
Bread, and Wine, and Water were ſo: 
When therefore the Apologiſt tells the Em- 
* that they received the Bread and 
Wine, and Water as the Body and Blood 
of Chriſt, and declares that this was done in 
virtue-of our Saviour's Words, who called 
the inſtituted Bread and Cnp by thoſe 
Names; it is plain the inſtituted Cup con- 
fiſted of Wine and Water; bur this Gentle 
man ſets Martyr at Oppoſi tion againſt 
ws 


_ Ueman aſſerts ; tis plain he pleads out of 


C56] 


himſelf; - and makes his Premiſes contain 
| leſs than his Concluſion. For thus S. Ju- 
ſtin's Argument wou'd ſtand in a Syllogiſm. 


Whatſoever our Saviour inſtituted, that 
is his Body and Blood. 

But he inſtiruted Bread, and Wine, and 
Water, F 

Therefore Bread, and Wine, and Water, 
are his Body and Blood. 

But the Argument which the No juſt 
Grounds has put into his Mouth to make 
him ſilent of the inſtituted Mixture, ſtands 
thus. 


Whatſoe ver our Saviour inſtituted, that is 


his Body and Blood. 7 1 
But our Saviour inſtituted Bread and 
Wine: ; HSES wht $14} M 
Therefore Bread and Wine, and Water, 
are his Body and Blood. 1 
This, I ſay, is the plain Conſequence ol 
the Anſwerer's reaſoning. For the Conclu- 
ſion is evident from Juſtin's expreſs Words; 
who ſays, the Chriſtians received Bread and 
Wine, and Water, not as common Food, 
but as that which they had been taught to 
be the Fleſh and Blood of Chriſt ; and it is 
as evident that he appeals to the Inſtitution 
for the Proof of this Propoſition ; becauſe 
he has no ſooner mentioned it, than he 
ſubjoins the Scripture Precept, and cites 
the Apoſtolical Hiſtory with a Fox the A- 
poſtles have delivered, &c. If then the Mar- 
tyr pleads the Inſtitution as a Proof of 
Bread and Wine and Water being Chriſt's 
Body and Blood, and that Inſtitution con- 
ſiſted only of Bread and Wine, as this Gen- 


Rule, and infers more in the Conſequent 
| than 


* 


Ea oe, ol TY lt ad nds ac. anK oc 


* 


than is in the An Ederk. ut this is 4 
Chiafpe fut too weak tobe von the: 


qudiclous Apologiſt ; the Ornament of ether: 
Ab& he lived in ànd the Adm̃ iration of al; 


Ties that: have fallowed him; A 
(£01 S 


W noſe famoũs in the Stadium of th 
ſophers, than in chat of. Chriſtians; and as 
great a Maſter of Argument and Dedutions 
2801 e and tele Le stb Ape 
indeed) I beliege the learned: Anſwerer has) 
hinfe}f< better: Sentimeuts goht. Fuſlin's, 
Writings; chan to think) themcehargeable; 
with theſe Abfurdities, however, he; has: 
unawared reaſon/d; the Martyr: into them. 
But then it follows, that, if we cannot in 
tekptet the Æpology to: a conſiſtent andrea 
fotidble Conſtructlon, without aſcrihing the 
Mixture to the Inſtitution} Juſtin Murteyr, 
isa compleat Evidence not only of the 
Practice, but alſo of the Injunction of W. 
ref in the Euchariſt 914 . 
To cdndlute/ we may ad welbargue thay 
there is noTntimarion of Wine: in the Scxip⸗ꝰ 
ture: account of ; the Inſt iturion, as; that: 
on. is no 8 a * DAL 
of St. Juſtin: For the one taken {ſeparately 
ftom 45 Context is as ſilent of che: farit, a8 
the othettaken in the ſame Manner is of the 
Latter! The Hiſtory: of\ithe;+Inftitution 
mene lions nothing but the Cup; but the 


Content ſhews that Cup to have been 4%, 


\ 


Fruit of the Vine gt and in the fame Manner +: 4 * * 


I Juſtin's Reference ſpeaks only:of the cli, 
dut the Context 4nd Scope of his Argument 
ew that 25/4601 to have been; Wine ang 
Water: t. oi ein 


0 the Reply to Dailies Ohje&i6n gur 
Author-has given no manner ot Anſwer, 
iriaſyflyeh as he has not been able to pro- 
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is Martyr has inform'd m, that Bread; Winen 
fe Water, are the Matter of the Euchariſtical 4 | 


.) No juſt 
Gr. 7. 85. 


f I-therscomes next, wh 5 
of the Creature, which being a „ing 


fer to this we atc asd, Are not Wine and ha 


ry 


: N 

K's; 211.4 111 | £53 ]., S112 1; A ably 
te any one Perſon that: ever adminifited 
in unmixed Wine in uſtin 8 Time 8 nor 
his taken any Notice of vrhat was offered in 
Page 74. of th Neri ſſity, to prove that Ju 


14. TO 1 A 8 
oaffirms the Cup to be 
lar Ex- 
preſſion, is thought by the learned Objector 
to be unapplicable to the Plurality of Ele- 
ments in the mixed Cup: But he might as 
well have urged the. Impropriety of joining 1 
4 Cup of Wine and Waterorith a Verb f 
the ſingulat Number; tho it is certain the 
Cup is but Oneg notwithſtanding the Pu- 
plicity of its Ingredients. However, be A; 
this as it willy the Father's Words are as ap- 
licable to many as to ont; : For he it if 
ere proving Matter to be capable of Im- 
mortality; Becauſe the Cup, which repre- 4 
fents our Lord's immertal Blobd, is itſelf 28 
material or of re Creature; But ſure Wine er 
#id Water ate as much material as mere en 
Wine, and conſequently - as applicable to n 
the controverted Ex on. But in An- | 


Juſlitut ion. 


Water at properlj repreſemntiut of humane 
Blood; as 1 K — which | 
they are (d) Parts ? No Queſtion of it, This 
is ſuppoſed in the Explanation juſt given; 
and which is more, the Argument does not 
once intimate the material World to be the 
Repreſentation of human Blood, ſo that 
this Queſtion is wholly befide the Point. 
But 2dly, It was urged that St. Paul uſes 
much the ſame Ex preſſion with Irene, and 
tells us that the firſt Man was or THE — 4 
as the Fathers ſay the Cup is or TuxWrra- 
| _—: 7 


*. 39 YH 
x38. But the Apoltle explains his own E 
SF atherss Expreſſion is to be explained by” 


Wand by Conſequence is as proper an Ex- 
che Agreement of the Inſtances, and tells us 
that & Paul Jpeaks only of ont finghe Perſons: 
the firſt Mau, and ſo did not need a Plurality,'to' 
repreſent him, and belides had but one Earth 


this make any difference? Does Irena 
ſpeak of any more than one ſingle Cup? 
And does gone ſingle Cup need à Plurality to 
repreſent it, any more than one ſingle Man? 
id again, is not Man à compound and 
mix d Being, as much as 2a dilated Cup ? 
if he be, as he certainly is, then the fingu- 
lar Number is as poperly wed of the one, 
as of the other. This has 1 9 8 
ſeryed; tho no Notice is taken © 2 
and though it wou d have entirely obviated «+ 
this Part of the Objection. But neither ig 
the other of any more Force: For Jreners 
had but one Creation, as S. Paul had bur 
one Earth; nor cou'd he with more Proprie- 
ry, ſpeak of a Plurality of Creations, than 


Pet I have before ſhewn, that the Father's 
Argument requires us to interpret «T9 
I Tis rica of the whole Frame of Matter; 1 
End if I had not, this Gentleman has done 
it for me, in tranſlating thoſe Words of 
nx Creature, which he knows is a univer- 
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8 
14 al 8 and ought to be taken in the 
| ract. 
_ K 
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e) created. Now the Participle is as appli- (e) App- 
Fable to the plural as the Singular Number, P. 185. 


to repreſeut him by, and ſo ch with no Pro- ( No juſt 
priety peak ef (f) more. But how does Gr. p. 8. 


oe © bg 


the Apoltle of a Plurality of Earths. And 5 er. 


* 
4 


* 


8 1 . 
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Means, af m. = L166, v3 

convincing. "Wo 8.5 01 999 | 
| to him ty e erde me 1 his 5 | 
© af Hamage, a aud, Ack knowled ge, an the 
& e 0 (ene TURE. And à fit- 
2 of Atle, before, Th blation oof the Bread and | 
Cup). the Cat Nauk 7 alone makes © the. 
Creatyy ,. offering, to him, with 1 2 4¹⁰ ing of | 
has (1): CREATURE. . AS then s The fin 
gular, number t9 exprels bi 0 15 of th 
Euchariſtical, Inſtitution, .. fy might he cl | 
the. me Nu — to denote borh atts of 
the. C P.; And that he tows ſo in Fact, 5 8 
plain 4 Hon e es produced from , 
l chi web. our un efideavours 
10 ES, 5 cle natura laid teceived | 
Fee e £0 a Mixture ot, | 

ve ſhewn,.; be in, derſty d in any 

Senſe, 9 9 We regard the For gs & | 
which they ate ſpoken, the concurrent 
Teſtimony af other Writers u Ot the Eu- 
(4) P. 36, chariſt, ot the ( Language of Ecken. ö 
e . ral Authors, ſuch”: as is Mane, el ; 
hi 1 2 4 


2 9 94 9 '4 
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i (50 Offerimüs autem ei, non quaſi indi genti, "fed © 
gratias agentes donationi ejus, & | age Creatu! 3 
Tam, Lib 4. Cap 34. MY DER a 
ri) Hang Oblationem kccleſia ſola pura offert Fabri- | | 
catori, offexens e ei: cum e aFions ex Creatara 3 
Jus. 4 10. 2282 x | * 2 
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.produ 
ure, hape no männer of Orce.9 r-Signih- 
ficancy, . But fays this Ge 1 hey, can 


ow. ſu Ih. 
poling-t this Aſſertion to be trae, W at can e 0 


. from ix Or What. Service can the 
bjedtor propoſe from the fpllowing Que- 
ſtion, which he deſires, may be well conſi- 
dered? Can it be th o its that 1 (Irena) 


would have 45 7 22 If in. 722 A 
a 


h he had believ Wo 4 9 7 Af, 250 ber ueceſ— 
ary with the (0 Wine? wer by ano- (o) The 
ther Gelee In the Ae os the Apo- . 


tles we have zu Account of the Solemni- 


b | 
zation of the (p) Euchariſt; where nothin; 
elſe is ee Ya read; would it chen 2 - 
be either fair or true Reaſoning to ſay, 

Can it be thought, that the Scriptures would 

bave delivered themſelves in this Manner, if 


4 7 * 1 0 Foe Og e. to * admini= 


LD 
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Te 62 J i 
ſtred with the Bread? 


: S can 
+" ©) think fo : And yet the Caſes are exactiy pa- 
parts ; for the "ole mention of Wine cot 
no more ſhew that to have been the whole 
Matter of the Cup, than the ſole mention of 
eee can ſhew that to have been the whole 

atter of the Sactament. But this is not 


all, if we will allow Jrenem to ſpeak for 
own Interpreter, we ſhall find his Meaning 
very remgte from the Conſtruction our Au- 
thor has put upon him, and the Words 
- which he ſays can mean nothing elſe but Wine, 
PlwKwVainly explain'd of a Mixture. This iT 
evident from a Paſſage in the 35 Chapter of 
the ſame Book, where Irene is aking 1 

the ſame Subje& with that of che Paſſa 
before us, where he refers to the ſame Texr, 
and applies it to the ſame One, and 
yet is ſo far from expreſſing his Thoughts by 

nere Wine, that he uſes the expreſs Teri 
of the Mixture of the Cup. His Words are 
-1.v" Theſe. * foreſaw the firſt Reſurre ctiun f 
the Juſt, and the Tuheritance in the Kingdom 


% 


of the Earth: And agreeably to him the Pro- 


: ” 


425 by our Lord when he promis'd that be 

world drink the Mix p Cup new with his Diſ- 

ciples in hit Kingdom. In this Paſſage, Iſay, 
fon the Father plainly ſpeaks of the ſam 

Subject, which 5 the Promiſe * Chrit'to 

his Diſciples, and he as plainly refers in 

both to that Text in 8. Matthew. I wil. not 

drink henceforth of this Fruit of the Vine, un- 

tl that Day when I drink it ntw with you 

(9) Matt. in my Father's (q) Kingdom. Nor can any one 

26. 29. doubt but he applies it to theſame Argument, 

N n „ enn bee neee. he 


imſelf, and ſuffer the Father to be his 4 


eren cee 0e eee e 


phets prophefied of it : For this alſo was 


and that produced by the No-ſufficient Rea 


n 


eee ee 


— 


b — 


9 5-3: ih 
2012 Aae 4 ['63 1 A's og k nat. 4&3. 
who ſhall confider that in both. Flaceshe 
makes it a Propheſy of the Reſutrection. Since 
then [rene treats in both Paſſages of the 
; fame: Cup, in the ſame View, and with Re- 
2X gard. to the ſame Circumitances, tis cer- 


IX tain, he cou d ar ee to exclude Water 
1 — the Anfwerer's Quotation, | which is 
ſo viſibly included in chis, becauſe that 
wou'd make the ſame Cup to be at the 
ſame Time mis d and unmix d. And it is 
equally certain that our Author's Paſlages 
muſt be interpreted by this, not this by 
them, becauſe though ee may be explain- 
ed to a Mixture, yet cannot a Mixture to 
mere Wine; though there may be Water 
in a Cup of Wine, there cannot be undilu- 
ted Wine in à mix d Cup. I take no Notice 


here of the Objection about the Meaning 

of the Term Mixtio, becauſe I have done 

that before, and becauſe all Commenta- 

tors interpret ĩt of a Mixture. 

To what was offer d concerning the Ebio- 
{ 


's 
1 


n 


Cup, this Gentleman has given no 

wer, and therefore ĩt may be ſufficient 
1 refer to the Neceſſity of an (r) Alteration. (7) Nee; 
He ſays indeed the Argument is fupported p. 23. & 
by uncertain Criticiſms; but he does not {et 
produce one Reaſon for his Aſſertion, and 
the contrary will eaſily appear to the Rea- 
der, who will find thoſe Criticiſms con- 
firm d by Authority, and ſhewn to be agree- 
able to Irenæm s Reaſoning. 1 

The Father, tis true, argues for the 

Wine, not the Water, but this was accoun- 
ted for by obſerving, that the Ebionites did 

ot rejett the Water, but the Vine, and there- 
Fore needed no Argument, where they were al- 
ready ([) convinced. To which the Anſwer- „ 1b. 5. 
| ct ij 92. 


[64] | 
Tee t t he 2 them RIH 
9 F No 15 had't 9 her. been 27 7 
ly of our A 5055 , 1. "014 * not Bir J. 
been at 17 615 ave. 4 them, h only aw E K. 
they ered i it 375 Ie bh Wi 757 ar Hh | 
Wine, aid, Water wen _ e — 
And. we. ma j . redſonab 1 0 ry 
ha 1% , 14a 45 not, it Hf a 
Con 1 that 72 75 he "did "or look pi 
ak e 5 th nec . 4, at 18 


ti oo juſt the 00 e D 
Gr. p. ny W A re 2 
F 5 115 Eb 9925 Weg 5050 fettig Mo 
them right LF a "Nil which they were not ia 

wrong i in. 2807 gd right” Canfep tions Wes 

p the "Wa ter, © 4505 4 Konfqnabt Practice t i 

Wie, . only in the as of the Of 

Wine, 1 de tly That alone 1 2 

be the Us e Of french on 1 

5555 Jays the i Kanne e 55 2b 


ay, ther re 

7577 ne in eee 7 ' 1 12 6 40 4 og | 

neceſſarily and indiſpenſab 45 rv 

(0D. Rn 1 Wa" A Tt ir TA 1 

much 48 a o Bod BY Believe, defi 

DG 1 8 Fot t * Conſeq eflce is" Kirly 

= þ fable, hg w. mich ene it, ma 

| ' this Sinkirlbn-* The Ebionitec, beg 

: tele ecke ed tie, Wine, yet the retaind ae | ien 
"Ware! er, and conſe quehtly believed it neceſ- pat 
ſary, both 'beckuſe they look d upon it 'as Mor 
the Repreſegtation of dur Safitur' Hu- 4 ea 
manity, and Allo becauſe they have never Nun. 
.been charged with the Calvidiftical Opinion | 
0 making it indifferent what Li quor be 1 Wen 
"ugd” in t le Euchariſtical Adenibitrach0h. 
But Irena ii "does not once mitder d 
they were erronedus in this Point, he fes 
bogulltupon this Sentiment; lapstio Chatte Wc 4 
Agaitfe either thelt Pestrine ot Practices, ; be 
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er an annecefſary Ingredient: For to add 


e an Infticurion, ; as thoſe certainly do: 
ho make an uninſtituted Uſage eſſential, 


: 


as gfeat a Sactilege, as to detra& from 
E, zd calls for 4s ſevere a Reproof: 
 Wince then the Father has reprehended their 
iſuſe of the Wine, becauſe it detracted 


om the Mattgr of the Cup, but has foufd 


zo Fault with their Opinion of the Eſſen- 

iality of the Water, which yer wou'd have 
een ds great an Error had it not been true; 
t is plain he thought it eſſential too, and 
onſequently believed every Body neceſſarily 

nd indiſpenſably obliged to uſe it. 15 
W The Anſwerer goes on and repeats the 


MPretation there given of it, Irenem is made 


unis d. But this, thé“ it may be an ( 
muſement, is not an Argument. For I Gr. 5. 89. 
- 


. 
- 


f o ſpeak of a Mixture, that was indiſputably 


ve ſhewn that the Author of the No ſuf- 
ient Reaſon does himſelf ſpeak of a Church 


at is indiſputably no Church; and that 


Li 
1 
1 

; 3 
be 
KY 


roteſtants call the Admihiſtration- of the 
ead without the Cup in the Romiſh Com 
union, the Sacrament, tho' it is ind iſpu- 
bly no Sacrament, becauſe it wants an 


ple. But he asks, whether the Author of 
e Appendix be ſo very ſure be is in the Right; 
bat a Man may Leh venture his Salva 
. i f tid 


ich Regard to the Water, which yet he. 
Fertainly wou'd have done, if he had bes 
Micved them Criminal, or thought the Wa 


Ybjection about Commixtio, but has not ofa 
Wcr'd one Reaſon againſt the Anſwer that 
as given to it in the Appendix. He obs - | 
Erres indeed that according to the Inter- 


juſt 


; 

> Wential and conſtituent Part of the (y) Ins (Ap. 5 
. Pcution; and that theretore this way of 192. 194 
t Weaking is wartanted by Cuſtom and Ex- 
e 
5 
1 


75 K * * + ht n 7 F a 2 4 8 
* - \ * os 
- * 9 Ma. I * 7 
9 6 * a * 0 
. * 
* y 
* 
- 1 
* 


7 iN 5 

t 

| +. 244 GUY TDI I A 03 Dies 8 ln 8 

5. 7. 39 aſſute him e e my Salva- 

tion rather upon the force of Evidence than lp 

the, want of it; rather upon the hight UN 

Probability, than the Contrazy,; and conſe. 
quently 


rather upon an Interpretation, that ſp 
is ad et the Context of the Pal. 

ſage to which it belongs, and ſupported by 
common Uſage, and cuſtomary Expreſſion 
than an Interpretation, that is oppoſite ror 
the Context ; and inſtead of explaining the. 
Sentence, in which it's uſed, conſtrues away 
ies Meaning, and renders it unintelligi⸗ 


' 


ble. ies Is | 274 | y 

* Before we leave this Point, we may ob- 

ſerve, that Euſelim places the Ebionites iu 

the Age of Cerint has, who was contempo- 

Bed, Hiſt. Teſtimony of the Mixture even in the Apo 
Lib. III. ſtalical Age. For fince the Ebionitet, hd 
ap. 275 lived in S. John's Time rejected the Wine 
' from the Euchariſtick Cup, and retain'd the 
Water; tis plain both "thoſe Ingredients 


- 
# # A 
% 


were uſed by the Catholick Church, befor 


the Death of that Apoſtle; for they cou's 


not reject that from the Cup, which wif 
not Part of it, nor retain a oe, that has 
never been in Practice. 2 = 
We come now to Clemens Alexandrinn 
inſt whoſe, Teſtimony it is objected 
Iſt. That there ig an unaccoum able Trail 

fttion fram the Nominative to the Genitii 
C.-aſe, from à Ne to MM, without any af 
Peearance of Reaſon for it. Which, ſays ti 
learned Anſwerer, makes the Pords not 

| eaftly intelligible . as our Author ſuppoſes thi 
(Mo juſt 0 (b) be. But what Rule of Gramm 
Gr. p. po. does this Tranſition contradict? Cann 
the ſame Word be the Nominative Caſe 

10 
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o bis Tranſlation of this Father, for it is 
5 Hident that both places ſpeak of the Grape 


| ape 
that repreſents the Logos, deg the one be 
Typical, .and the other Sacrametital;) and 
onſequently ſince they ſpeak of the ſame 
thing, it is reaſonable to ſuppoſe they have 
the ſame Expreſſion. But this inter preta- 
ion I have elſewhere ſhewn to amount to 
4 plain Declaration, that the Mixture was 
the Will of "Chriſt, and have alſo proved 
gur Authors Tranſlation to be inconſiſtent 
..' - -, with the Context, and deſtructive of S. Cle- | 
Ys 5 meaning and deſign, which there- 
eie Kö being an Objection to 
Duhat has been ſaid upon this Father, that 
fit is nothing möre than a Repetition af an 
Objection already obviated in that very 
(p)NeceL, ns 4p e e e vrongir een 
. 29 e n n „2241 a 
© on % In the 3d _ it is objected, that theſe 3 
Morde, The Logos, the Blood. of the Grape 
ordering that itſelf ſhould be mixed with 
Water, are an undeniable intimation that this | 
Father did not npprebend the Blood of the | 
No juſt Grape to mean an) thing more thau pure (f) 
Er, p. go, Wine, which is beſide the purpoſe, unleſs tile 
'. : Anſwerer could ſhew that S. Clement was 
tyed up to the Jewiſh Idiom, and when he 
he was writing to the Greeks was bound to 
talk Hebrew. There is no Queſtion bur 
+ the Blood of the Grape means pure Wine a- 
mong the Greeks. And it is pretty plain J 
from what has been ſaid, that the Fruit of 
the Vine means a Mixture among the Jews; 3 
from whence it follows, that what in the 
Language of the latter, which our Lord 
uu ay ne; - that of.the for- 
er, Which S8. Clement ſpoke, is C i 
Thy vaguaiic daI — b — Fed 25 4 
The 4th Objection is, that Clemens in the 
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Words of the Citation, profeſſes the Mix- 
2. in ——— to be (not of Wine and 
Tater, but) of the Drink aud the (g) Logos. 
But under favour Clement profeſſes no ſuch 
thing, but the direct contrary. He ſays in- 
deed, that the Mixture of the Drink and the 
Logos, i: named the Euchariſt, but then he 
had expreſly told us but three lines before, 
that that Drink was Wine mixed with Wa- 
ter, and had alſo explain'd what he meant 
by the mixture of the Logos, namely the 
Union of the Spirit with the Elements 


Er gas 


on Conſecration, the Spirit being as he ſays, 


the Life giving Principle of the Logos: The 
Mixture then of the Euchariſtical Matter 
was that of Wine and Water, tho' the Con- 


junction of the Logos with, or the Deſcent 


of the _ ypon that Matter made it'the 
Euchariſt. mr" i 
The 5th. Objection is againſt the Expla- 


ny in the Neceſſ;ty of ar Alteration. © I will 


£ oblige myſelf, (ſays this Gentleman) to 


“give up the Cauſe if this latter Clauſe, /o 
** was the Blood of the aiyes exhauſted on the 
&* Croſs, that it might alſo be mixed with Va- 
ter, and be the Chriſtian Banquet : For this 


* was his 'own luſtitut ian, be to be found in 


© what Clement () ſays” And indeed 1 


Thall willingly 'confeſs that the words are 
not to be found there. No more are the 


_— of Dr. Hammond's Comment upon the 
ew Teſtament to be found in the Text, nor 
the words of any Paraphraſe upon the Lords 
Prayer to be faund in that Prayer. But yet 


what is meant by thoſe Words is allowed 


to be contain d both in the one and the 
other. In the ſame manner; though the In- 
Ferpretation objed ed againſt conſiſts of more 
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nation that is given of S. Clements Teſtimo- 
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Words (as indeed it wou d hardly be an ine. 
. did not) chanthe Paſſage | 
- of which it is an Interpretation, yet is ha 
_ Subſtance and Meaning of it contain d ini 
that Paſlage. For Inſt ance, & Clement de- 1s 
clares that the great Cluſter (which was 
brought from Canaan by Foſbua, &c.) was 
a Type of the Logos who was preſſed far 
us. A or when was the Logos preſ- 
ſed for, us but upon the Croſs? Or how 
cou d the Preſſure of the Juice out of the 

Grape prefigure the Preſſure of the L 
unleſs by that Preflure the Blood of the Lo 
gos was exhauſted ? But the Juice of the 
Grape was preſſed out to be added to the 
Few Water, and to be the Drink in che 
Land of Canaan. How then cou d the ent 
hauſted Blood of the Logos anſwer up te 
the Type, unleſs that alſo was mixed with 
Water, and made the Chriſtian Drink in 
the new Diſpenſation 2 Nay the Father 
docs in almoſt ſo many Words teſtify this o 
be his Meaning. For he has no iſooner de- 
clared the Preſſure of the Logos to be the 
Proto+type of the Canaaniriſs' Grape, chan 
he ſubjoins the ſollowing Nocvunt of chat 
in which the Proto- type conſiſted, namely, 
that it was the Wil. of be Logor that himſelf © 
VLioepreſented ly the Blood of )the Grape ſhould le 
mixed with Water, But if the Mixture was 
the Will of the Logos, it was doubtleſs his 
Inſtitution, becauſe his Will is a Law. if 
then & Clement does teſtify that the Logos 
Was preſſed (or his Blood exhauſted) for us; 
mu 2 110 3 for that —— 1 
that che ſame Blood under the Symbol f 
che Grape Ihon d be mix d with * 4 
eee ene eee ee AWW MM 
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And does affirm that Mixture to hive beet: 
che Will (which is the Iuſtitution) of the 
Logos, as 1 have -jult ſhewn he docs, then 
it is plain chat the Clauſe our Auther ſo 
much complains of, is to be found tho? not 
verbatim, yet — 1. — bay the Pa- 
drove, from which it is quote explain 
ed 1 paſs bythe Four Lines of Reflection 
as nothing to the A nenen 
In the 6th- Place ſays the Objector, ie 
being the Humanity of our Saviour aud his Suf- 
ferings in it, that the Minture is defigned to re- 
preſent, I would gladly be taught, where this 
. — called the xb, or how it comes to 
e (i) ſo. This interpretation is a little unex- wy 
ected, an Interpretation, that deprefles the — 
| Bent i 4 the Inſtitution, vacates the De- a 
fien of the Incarnation, and deftroys the 
Merit and Effect of our Redemption. Firſt 
It depreſſes the Dignity of the Inſtitution, 
beeauſe no Repreſentation can convey more 
than 'the Thing repreſented ; and conſe- 
quently the Euchariſt, if it be a Repreſen- 
tation of the mere Humanity of Chriſt, 
- Eatinot convey to us the Merits of the God- 
Head. Secondly, it vacates'the Deſign of 
the Incarnation ; for it wasthe Inſufficiency 
of human Nature to attone for itſelf, 
that call'd down the Godhead from 
Heaven, and made the Deity join itſelf to 
'2 Creature. But if the mere Humanity of 
Chriſt could merit eternal Life for us, as it 
muſt, if the Euchariſt, which applies that 
Merit to us, be nothing more than a Repre- 
Fenration of our Lord's Humanity, then 
was the Union of the Godhead with Man 
_an. unneceſſary Diſpenſation, and the eter- 
nal Logos was made incarnate to expiate a 


Crime that did not require an eternal Me- 
diator. 


_. 
diater. But Thirdly it deſtroys the Merits 
and Effect of our Redemption, becauſe it 
makes the human Nature : as diſtinct from 


the Godhead, to have been allthat ſatisfied 
for-our Sin. For fince the, Euchariſt was 
inſtituted to apply to us the Satisfaction 
that Chriſt has made for us; if the Eucha- 
riſt be only a Repreſentation of the hu 
man Nature, it is evident the human Na- 
ture only has ſatisfied for us. But if the 
human Nature only has ſatisfied for us, 
then are we yet in a State of Irrecone ilia- 
tion, and unredeemed. For it is impoſſible 
for the Creature to merit of the Creator, 
much more to merit the Bleſſings forfeited 
by Tranſgreſſion; and it is contrary to 
Reaſon to ſuppoſe that a Crime commutrted 
againſt an infinite Being ſhou'd be. capable 
of being expiated by any Thing leſs then 
an infinite Mediator. Theſe are the Con- 
ſequences of the Sixth Objection, and as 
I doubt not but the learned Anſwerer will 
diſown the Doctrine they contain, ſo he 
muſt alſo diſown the Principle from whiel 
they neceſſarily low, and acknowledge that 
the Mixture is a Repreſentation not only 
of the Humanity, but alſo of the Divine 
Nature of Chriſt. And indeed it is plain 
from Irenæus, and others, that this, was th 
Doctrine of the ancient Church, as is 
particularly  ſhewn in the . Anſwer to Mr. 
Drake, where this very S. Clement, of whom 
we are ſpeaking, is compared with Irenaus, 
and ſhewn to have the fame Sentirments about 
the Repreſentation of the Two Natures 
c Reſp: in the Mixtures with that (4) Father: 
ad Conc; S 
B. 30s 
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The laſt Obje&ion is drawn from. a ſups 
ed Darkneſs of ſeveral other | jon a bis 
— oy. Citation, and obſcryes that it 5 
W 720, eaſy tack to how the Blood of Chrift 
1 is mixed with Sa vati ion, after the ſame. man- 
ner that the Wine and Water are mixed "oge- 
tber, nor how it appears be hag 4:71 du, rw 
ert of Blood, one whereby. wwe are redeemec 
s from Corruption, and another wherewith 
are auointed ; nor again how to partake o 10 0 5 
Lords Immuartality is to drink his (1) Blood ()No F 
To the el I anſwer,. that if Salvation be Gt p. 92. 
the conſequence of Rem mien, of Sins, atid 
Remiſſion of Sins be © tain d by Chriſt's 
Blood, as the Scripture' ſays it is, then may 
Chil? Poor be. properly. enough ſaid to 
mixed with Salvation. Nor i 15 thiete any 
we eſſity to interpret 8. Clement, as if he 
contended for an Agreement in the mapner 
Jof the Mixture, ſince it appears to have 
been his Deſign only to ſhew that the Wine 
repreſented hriſt, and we Water eon 
or Men the object of it. . the ſecond 
anſwer, that the Father's Words, had he 
been an Adyocate for Tranſubſfantiationz 
wou'd 47 — have been very dark and my- 
ſterious, but they cannot be ſo if they be 
taken in a Primitiye and Proteſtant Senſe, 
ſuch as IL. am confident. this Gentleman is 
willing to take them in. For it is certain 
that it as the carnal Blood of our Lord 
f bar was ſhed on the Croſs, and it is as cer- 
rain that the Conſecrated Cup, which the 
criptures and the Church o England de- 
Flare to be our Lord's Blood, is not his 
Y -arnal Blood, and conſequently it muſt be 
his Spiritual. There are plainly then wo 
orte of Blood, one Carnal, and the other Spi=- 


itual. But neither is 8 other part of the 
: tro, 
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Propoſition leſs evident. For it is allowed 
that our Saviour wrought our Redemption 
by ſheddirig his carnal Blood upon the Croſs; 
conſequently by the carnal Blood we are re- 
deem d from Death, and the Common-Prafer- 
Book affirms, that our Souls are waſhed -by 8 
(m) 18 the Euchariſt ical or Spiritual (πτ Blood, ind 
nerl be. I think I need not prove that waſhing and 
ſore the anointing mean the ſame thing, when ſpo- 
onſecra- ken of the ſame Subject, from whence it 
3 clearly follows, that with the Spiritual Blood 
i we are anointed. To, the third and laſt I 
anſwer, that it is the Doctrine both of the 1 
Church of Englaid, and the New Teſta- -i: 
ment, that the Participation of the Eucha- e 
riſt entitles us to eternal Life. For thus ii R 
the Prayer of Thankſgiving after the Com- a 
munion, God is praiſed for having made 
the Communicants by a due Reception of fi 
F 
h 
hi 
tl 
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the holy Myſteries Heirs through hope of his 
everlaſting Kingdom. And our Saviour him- 
ſelf teſtifies, that he that eats his fleſh, » and | 
(n) John drinks his blood, has eternal (n) life. But if 4 
6.54 the Communion of the Euchariſt conveys to ir 
us eternal Life, it certainly makes us parta- 8 
 kers of Chriſts immoitality, becaufe he only I 
(0)1 Tim. has (o) immortality. 25 = cc 
6, 16. The following Teſtimonies do neither of tt 
them exclude the Water, or mention it, and b 
do therefore neither prove nor diſprove any ¶ b 
thing. Even the laſt of them, which ſays tt 
(3)No bft that what was bleſſed was (p) Wine, does not WF 
* 2. 93. tell us whether that Wine was mixed or un- 
mixed, and the former may be thought be 
2 from the Scope of the Diſcourſe, el 
rom whence it is cited, which is to recom- 8 * 
mend Temperance, and from the Method 
which it preſcribes in order to that, which # © 
' | | nr ( 


N 
WT: co mix Water ivith the (y Wine. In a word, 


5, vw, „ p 


and Water in the Paſſage, to which. it is 


Wine and Water never did nor can denote 
mere Wine. N 

Againſt S. Cyprian's Teſtimony it is urged, 
1ſt. That when he ſays the Cup of the Lord 


we > 


Repreſentation of the People in the Water, 
and of the Blood of Chriſt in the (7) 
Wine. And 24iy, That he, expreſly af- 
firms that Chriſt offer d to God the 
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had offer'd before (s) him. Aud 34h, That 
he declares the Wine to be more neceſſary 
than the (:) Water. To the firſt I anſwer 
in ſhort, that S. Cyprian did not think his 
Scheme cou'd make that to be the Cup of the 
Lord, which Chriſt had not inſtituted, and 
cou'd not therefore found the Neceſſity of 
the Mixture upon that Scheme, yaleſs he had 
believed it to have heen ſo by Inſtitution, 
but if he believed it to he ſo by laſtitution; 
then is be. an Evidence that neither Water 
without Wine, nor Wine without Water, is 
the inſtituted Cup of the Lord, which is all 
be was produced for. But beſides he de- 
klares the Lord's Cup cannot be conſecrated 
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Lib, 2. C. 25 : PER os 
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ance the Expreſſion is capable of ſignifying 
by, A Mixture, all the Rules of Interpretation 
in the World require that it ſhoud be ex- 
plaia d by the expreſs mention of Wine 


2 brought ag an Objection, and not that Paſo 
XX fage by this Expreſſion, :becauſe! ws, may 
and often does denote” a Mixture, but 


is not Water alone, nor Wine alone, it is 
only meant with regard to his Scheme of the 


* 


4 


(r No ju 
Gr. p. 2 


Father the ſame Sacrifice that Melchiſedech | 


(5)Ib-p-97- 


(tb, 
_= 


176 ] 


withont both: Wine, and (4) Water. And 
fare nothing can be neceſſaty to, or capable: 
of receiving tlie Euchariftical Conſecration, 
but what wag ordained by Chtiq for that Wl 
Purpoſe. I migiit here vindicate 8. Cyprian s Wl 
Notiop, as agreeable to the Sentiments of ll 
the Catholick Church, and the Reaſon and 

— of the. Inſtitution, but becauſe the 
Argument does not require it, and this 


Treariſe is already fwoln beyond what 1 
expected, I ſhall content myſelf with pro- 
_ ceeding to the ſecond Objection. And here 
it may be ſufficient to repeat an Anſwer 
long ſincè given to the ſame Objection, 


that tin moſf probable Melchiſedeck offer d 


what was generally dranłk in thoſe warm Cli- 


(*) Def p: mates, which: was and is ſtill Wine (x) dilu- 
21. ted. For though there was à reply made 


Part I. to it in the No ſufficient (y) Reaſon, yet wil 
= "I, the Reader meet with a Satigtactory An- 


ſßer to that Reply in the Vindication of the 


(*) Part 1. (4) Defenſe. And if it was not ſo, the 
# 21 72. Words in the Proverbs, to which S. Cyprian 


©"Eferts as à Prophecy of the Euchariſtical 
Inſtitution wou'd entirely overthrow all that 
can be drawn from the Melchiſodectiun Type; 
for he only ſays that Melehiſedeck offer d 
ine, without limiting the Expreſſion to 


e other, his Words are plain and po- 


tive, expreſly affirming, that Wiſdom pro- 
phetically declares the Cup of the Lord to 
be mixed with Wine and (a) Water. To 


—— — 


n, vr" g 
4 * „ 


— 
* * 6— „* — 
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0 lu SAN MEICANDO Calice Domini offerri b 
_ t, quomodo nec vinum ſolum Ep. 63. 
(a) Calicem Domini AQua ET VINO MIX Tun I 


2qua ſola non pote 


prophetica voce denunciat. Ib. 


Seer pro 


15 or diliited Wine; But when he ſpeaks | 
of th 
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Wrhe third and laſt Object ion I anſwer, that 
Picher this Argument proves the Mine to be 


„Ihe Cup of the Lord, or it does not: 


e it does, chen it is plainly uſed by S. & 
Sri as an Argument ad hominem, and not 
s 2 Declaration of his own: Doctrine, be- 
rauſe he affirms the contrary of his own 


© Sevtiments, and refjities in expreſs Terms, 
$ chat Wine without Water is not the Cup of 


the Lord. If it does not prove the Mine 


not deſtroy the Eſſentiality of the Water. 
The Cale is plainly this, - &. Cyprian argues, 
that ſuppoſing the Aguarian Principle to be 
right, vis. that one part of the Cup might 
be omitted, then that Omiſſion ought rather 
to fall upon the Water than the Wine, 
but ſince the | Principle belonged only to 
the Aquarian, tis plain the Conſequence 


eds gane bet them! face 8. Cyprian diſ- 


allowed the Suppoſition, he cannot be 


it. There is then no Contradiction be- 


penſation with the Eſſentials of a Sacra- 
ment, profeſſes no belief of an inequality 
in the different Ingredients of the Cup, 
and delivers no Doctrine as his own, which 
does not charge the Oblation of pure 
Wine or pure Water, with Pefect an 


; 
umperfection. OY EZ 


Before I leave S. C rian, it may be Pro- 


per to apprize the Reader that the two 


ays, the Appendix has by a ſort of Arti- 
ce tacked together, are plainly diſtingniſh- 
1 able in the Text, where the Conjunction 
Bo uſed with a deſign to Connect the lat- 


Faſſages of this Father, which the Objector 


9 
* 
Dd 


to be. che Cup of, the Lord, then it does 


charged with the Doctrine founded upon 


recen this — and the Author of the 
Appendix, ſince he allows no terms of dif- 


* 
* 
T6 


#1 Es +... — 
ter Citation not to the former, but to 
S. Cyprian declares, to which they both be- 
long; beſides that the Citation in the Mar- 


= Situation and Senſe, and the reference to 


Gentleman's miſtakbeQ. — 2 
To what the Objector has ſaid upon the 


Cirarior r- 
gin, where they are diſtinguiſhed both in 
WF) 


the Original are ſufficient proofs of this 2 


Ft 
Eaſter-Controverſy, it may be a ſufficient WF 
J 
T 


002. 197: Anſwer to refer to the (c) Appendix, for he 
-- - has neither ſhown that the Queſtion with 

the No-Reaſon was not about what the r 
Apoſtles did, nor that the Contentions and fi 

Strifes about the Traditionary time of e 
keeping Eaſter, are any proof of the uncer- 4 

rainty of Tradition, becauſe both contend- x 

ing Parties are reaſonably ſuppoſed to have c 

had Truth on their fide, and furely to have 1+ 

had Truth on their fide is no Argument of Mr. 

their being miſtaken,” nor is an inſtance of N 
uncorrupted Tradition a proof of the un- 
certainty of it. $21 149: eee e 

The Obje&ion from the Millennial Tra- 
(40. 25, 8 dition has been already (d) anſwered in rhe P. 
| Neceſſity, tho the Appendix to that Book “ 
takes no Notice of it, and indeed the put- Wl 

ting it into plain Language wou'd it- N 

ſelt be an anſwer to it, for it is impoſſible Wl 8” 

to argue from the contradited Tradition V 

of the Millennium to the uncontradicted n 
Tradition of the Mixture, as this Gentle- to 
man does, who makes the ſuppoſed Error 44 
of the Milenaries, who were oppoſed by % 

rheir Brethren, a proof that 8. Cyprian might 0 
be miſtaken in his Tradition for the Mix- I. 
ture, in which he was not oppoſed by his ex 
No juſt (e) Brethren. ' n. pr 
Gt. f. loo. The Argument about the Spurious Wri- bu 
| tiogs of-Antiquity: deſtroys ivfels becauſe be 
as | | S nds : 3 un- 4 | 


=_ 
Fi 11 > 


5 


— 


n 


— 


1 
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Junleſs we cafi depend upon the certaitity of 
Tradition, we Caftinot be ſure thoſe Wri- 
Wrings were ſpurious, and if we can depend 

N. the certainty of Tradition, then we 
may be ſure of the Neceſſity of the Mix- 
ture, which is teſtified by Tradition; and 

s for the Hoh) Kiſs, the Love Feaſts, &c. 
they have been long ſince ſhewn unſervice- 
Fable to the Argument they are brought to 
prove, becauſe they are only Matters of ex- 
ternal Performance, and there can be no 
reaſoning from Circumſtance to Subſtance, 
from a ceremonious Uſage, to the Ingredi- 
ents of the Cup, and the Conſtituents of 
an (J Inſtitution. ah 6 H Def. . 
Againſt what was ſaid concerning the 22. 
communicating of Infants, the learned An- 
ſwerer has nothing to object, and therefore 
requires no reply. He ſays indeed that the 
Mixture is an indifferent Practice, but ha- 

ving proved the contrary, I ſhall wave Re- 
| tition. | AQ? 

In the ſame Page we meet with a com- 

plaint that the Authors of the Defenſe and 

the Appendix have neither of them taken 

notice of the following Argument in the 

No Reaſon. Had our Saviour ſaid upon the 

giving the Cup, I will drink no more of this 

Vater, &c. every one would immediately have 
underſtood the Cup to be filled with Vater and 

to have no Wine in it. Why then, when he 

Jays, he will drink no more of this Fruit of 

the Vine, ſhould we not likewiſe uuderſtand him 

to mean, that it was Wine without (g) Water? (g No juft 
T anſwer, becauſe Water was never uſed to Gr. p.or- 
expreſs a Mixture, - whereas it has been 

proved, that the Jews mean nothing elſe 

but a Mixture by the Fruit of the Vine; 
becauſe the one denotes unmixed Water, 
' . 2nd 


f & 1 TW 


kd. 0 of @- Xt > . 


= 
| 


1 ZZ @ 
lo Ye. * 
3 — 


e 
Py ho 8 
— * * 


1 
3 


2 


1 r S = 


. 2 EY , 
Ore 2 p 
— i 2 2 
. . 2 * — * E. 
10 IS * 2 3 = 8 IIS 
— I * 


MM 


| „% -.... 
and the other Wine dilured with Water. 
The Learned Anſwerer proceeds. do 

ſecond Complaint, and- tells us, that the 
laſt Words of the Me!chiſedeckian Plea in the 

Ter No-Reaſon have had no reply made to-(h) "7 
(Hb. 102. them. Nam what that Author ſays is — 1 
that he is not ſure the Jewiſh Cup was mixed et 
in our. Sauiqur's time; and that the Scripturs llc 

aſſures us he did wot inſtitüte bis Euchariſt be= 4 
fare they hau dune (i) eating. The firft | have BY 
G w. Anſwer d in the former part of this Treatiſe, i: 
and the ſecond is beſide the Queſtion, he- 
cauſe the Scripture aſſures us that Chriſt in- 
ſtituted his Euchariſt at the Paſchal Supper 
whether it was before or after they had 

done eating, matters not; [Beſides S. Mat- 

theu teſtifies that our Lord called the Eu- 
chariſtick Cup by the very ſame name of t 
the Fruit of the (k) Vine, by which 8. Luke ie 
Heap. 26. witneſſes that he called the Paſchal (7) Cup, WF 
29- which demonſtrably ſhews that they both Wi 
(Tap. 22. conſiſted of the ſanie Ingredients. | . | ee 
* To S. Jerome calling Bread and Wine Wo: 
a fimple and pure Sacrifice, it was anſwered, g 
that he only oppoſes thoſe Terms to the 42 
carnal and bloody Sacrifices of the Jews, be 
and conſequently means no more by them M 
than a ſpiritual and unbloody Sacrifice, Mn 
and I wou'd ask this Gentleman whethet | db 
Bread and diluted. Wine cannot be called Na 
a ſimple and pure Sacrifice, becauſe if they . 
can, as they certainly can, then are theſe ta 
Words no manner of proof againſt the Mix- 
ture. p : 5 Agile Sat at 3 
| The Obje&ion againſt the genuine; Wt 
neſs of this Father's Commentary on 8. I : 

Mark 1 find to be juſt, and ſhall therefore A 
make no- farther uſe of.it, Nor indeed. is Me 
ir needed, fines the Dodtine cited om / 

im 


1 
17 
* 

9 

4 
4 


4 
4 
4 
4 


F (20 | 
thin, . is, de wens ppoſ es, that of the 


16 no 


As 45 foi h&rbyſtical lnrerpreration of the 
lixture by, 8. Athanaſirg,, cited from EA. 


* 
1 


5 Tode it is to be found Fr gh Edi 
J "2 ; ion of that Author by 4 Prints / * 


ed at London, 1684, 1 1 febnkene 
+ bp & Athanaſ. in Hal. 74 : d Autfnar.. 
— 4 1 77 25 tom. 15 P 435. 

e 8 To the 95 ion from Euſebin's Beile 


7 ations, that Melchiſedeckb ed Abraham 
2 ith Bread: and Wine only,” ©: was replyed,” 
„bat he pfed the term only, not to excludes | 
„ Water, but che Sacrifices öf Brutes, and 
4 or the Truth of this Conſtruction, the 
Nords of the Context wete appealed to. 
Hat the learned Anſwerer finds fault with 
be Poſition, of the Words in' the Tranſſa- 
7 I jon, and ls us, chat they fafid*thius in 
1 © ivy N bleſſed Abrahain' with Wine 
and Bread, where, fays he, n is viſible 
4 het wot uſe the plural i, as alarm to 
orb the Bread and the Wi ine, nor does he ſay 


„ Md>erbially| Hirt, only with Htend and (in) 

Ee 72 e this is flo Objection, becauſe 155. 
A Whe Greek nta does v7 no dating 10 re- 104 

n uire that an 4 0 . c. to two 

2, pod fantixes, ould be p the / plural 


Y Numb der, or be expreſſe De Adverb. 
d ay it not only allows the Conjunction to 
y OUple the ſame Adj ſective t to different Sub- 
e antives, 48 hete” ho 3 joins the 4 t 
and ders, but even to unite different 
Numbers and Genders, as in that of Ari- 
= q ) tle, tg. NluSeybewr % \ HA) ow and that 
J I Homer, N gięoy dvs TE % Sog. | 
4 The learned Objectot puts 2 in mind ; 
is i o that S. Auguſtin was cited ih the ſame 
i ) Page. But fince that Citation ſpoke 0 toy: 
L only 


4 
* 
* 

7 
ot 
* 
* 


e : 

1 s Sacrifice © being 2 J | 
5 and the reaſoning E 

|, before been ſhewri to 

to the Doctrine of 

ib was thought | unnece ſſa- 

ment. ' 4 7 7 
he againſt. the” Pte 4 
IMS it may ſuffice. te obſerte 1ſt. That, 

e oilg=S ledges they.a 5 ; found- 

ed only wot ai tter part of it taken 

No juſt ſeparately from the {p) reſt, which acknow- 

ms Wan Wabern i 4. full Anſwer, tg all char 

has; been, {; EE the mattex. For if the 

Mixture. c igt. be excluded from the Ci- 

tation Hub, 77 excludin the Tan ie. 

is; plain. the Canon. g ives eſtlmony for the 5 

Mixture, becauſe # will be impoſſible to 

know, the meaning of any Author, if wo i 

may neglect the. Context in the Interpreta- 

tion, and reaſon, from a partial reference. 

This, wou'd male not only the Fathers, but 

the Scriptures, of no uſe, and as I have 

04 Nr elſewhere (g) obſerved, wou d, reduce the | 
= 79: ft 5 Commandment to the Abſurdity of 

ae that every Man ſhould abſtain 

from ork, upon the Sabbath Day, but his | 

Son and his , Daughter, ang, his Servapr : 

ſhau d not. For becauſe the u is not 

repeated in the Canon, we ſt interpret 

the latter part of the Decree a Frmatively, 

by the ſame reaſon ing the not in the Com- 7 

mandment being unrepeated, we muſt con- 

ſtrue all but che firſt Article affcmarively. | ö 

Nor is it any Objestion te Jay, that the 

Conjunction ill not make a negative and a 


; a, 
25 
3 
15 
4 4 


7 i „ ]—⁰ w ie. ek. ee oe 8 


„No juſt affirmative, to have bath the ſame (7) ne. = of 
Ur. . 107. on, becauſe the addition' of a negative Par- Fi 
| ticle will make a negative of an afrmatire, af 


and conſequently the Conjunction, Which 
unites 


— 


h „ We.“ * * 
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unites ee ah e 


gative, though 
Ley wight be be affirmative. ,. But if 0 the 1 14 


85 Fey 


gef the 
Commandment, wall E par ts ger 
— — Thar. Conn: (+) {21 


Commandment, Whey: this Gentleman seg. 


'l Tnowiedges then alſo. gf the Canon, Wick 
he does not 1 20 
ane equalia, inter ſe F Joy, * > Aka i 


or Jus gar 


Bur-2dly, it is acknowledged on all fides, = 
that the Trullan Fathers deliver them * 
clearly in the firſt part of che Canon, and 


how much ſoever the Decree. may be con- 
xroyerted, "IS Langua 5 preamt 1 
is open and indiſputabſe. Nee 


tion 4 


9 5 


claration then we nd. cre in xc 
the Mixture, that is certainly the 
ny of the Onſtane inopolitan Sy nod. 
Y fo the following Aﬀfirmar. 
rhe Armegian Practice. of offering uni 10 
Wine was I upon ignorance and mi- 
ſtake. adly That 8. e directed the 
Church. af War with ws 55 his ovn 
urch, 3dly, That it. Was ivine Ap- 
. ale ras]. athly, That it 
was directed both by & James and S. Ba- 
fils Liturgies, and laſtly, that it was teſti- 
fied by the Carthaginian Fathers, to be the 
ſame which Chriſt delivered as, his Blood. 
This I think, is as full a Teſtimony as can 


be, and ſuch as no Body either expected or 


deſired mare from the Degree. 

To the two following Objections I an- 
ſwer, (4) chat the Queſtiqn ig whether the (+) See al 
practice and Teſtimony... of the Seventh ſo what ig 
Century be not a better Evidence of that laid upon 


them in 


I of che Sixth, and the Sixth gf that gf. che che viad. 


Fifth, and ſq on, than it is poſſible the oftheRea- 
alter Ages ſhou'd; and whether it be ima - ſons, Ge. 


| Kin that the Trauer Fathers, who. gd 225 4, 40 


La 


N * ung = * 9 * - yF-% .* — 
ad. ade. uh - | A : 
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4 = "+ A 
3 ved in the Seventh Century ſhomd ſo ex- 
aQly agree with che Council of Ortes in 
{?) Coun. dhe Sach (+); Centut); aud that wich Tes: 
(40 lt. Keef, e & Auſtin, (+) and eee 
Vol. 4. 7. in the Fifth, and they with: the Sonnen o . 
37 Carthage, and 8 Bal in the Fourth, and 
| (x) De theſe again with S. Oprian in the Third; 1 
derer. and 8 Cyprian with 8. Clement," Freners and 
| L. 4.c. 21. ins: JP | — "p* Te 4 x 
# (1)Degce. Juſtin  Martyr- in the. Second, and theſe 
Dog. cap. With the Practice from which the Ebionites 
42, revolted ; who lived in the Apoſtolical 
Age, and laftly, that Practice with our 8a- 
viour's own Words, if interpreted, as all 
Words ought to be interpreted, accordin 
to the Idiom of the Language in whict 
they were ſpoken; I ſay the Queſtion is 
9 5 it be imaginable," chat there ſhou'd to 
be this univerſality of conſent, this Series an 
And Succeſſion of Agreement thro'"ſo ma- be 
ny Ages, if either the Practicę or the Tra- A; 
dition of the Mixture had been interrupted, | 
or the Trulan Fathers miſtaken in their 
Evidence It can be of no force then ts 
rge the erroneous Determination of the 
ſecond Council of Nice, as if becauſe that 
was miſtaken, the Trullau Synod: was not thi 
fo be depended upon; for the firſt was d 
ſingular and contradicted Teſtimony, where- 
as the other had the Concurrence and Ac- 
knowledgment of the preſent” and preceed- | 
ing Ages. But this the learned Objector 
| tells us, won d, if true, have render'd their 
t No juſt Teſtimony uſeleſs and (2) inſignificant. Bur i 
Gr.p.tog, under favour, tho the Teſtimohy of the Mais 
earlieſt times be ſufficient 't6 everbalance 
any modern Practice, yet is the Reception Ini 
and Agreement of the ſubſequent Ages nd 
mean Confirmation of that - Teſtimony: WW 
Por as the length and" compaſs ef- 4 Rives i 
| i Ns SL. 
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g nh it lows, ſo does the Extent and Con. 
Wc invance of 2 Doctrine, 'proportionably en- 
creaſe the proofs of the Tradition from 
Swhich it is derived, and 1 queſtion not, 
put if the Neceſſity of the Mixture had not 
ufer d among'the commdi Gorruptions of 
the Roman Church, but had been conveyed 
aon thro' all the following Ages, this 
Gentleman wou d have found no difficulty 
in the Language of the firſt Fathers, nor 
have made any ſcraple to interpret the Te- 
dtimonies producd for the Mixture, as the 
Advocates for that Doctrine have interpre- 
ted them. The confent then of the ſuc- 
ceeding Ages of the Church is of Service 
ro ſettle” the continuance of any Doctrine, 
and to obviate all unneceſſary ſcruples a 
vout the Senfe of the firſt times, every 
Age being the beſt Interpreter of the pre- 
Wceeding, and it does without doubt en- 
reaſe in Strength and Authority, in pro- 
portion to the length of its Succeſſion: 
It may here be proper to take Notice of 

Jan Obſervation more than once made by 

this Gentleman, that an Eſentidlity "canner, 
be: raiſed upon an (a) 'Uncertainty, from — 
hence he wou'd draw this Concluſion, TY 
at the Water cannot be Eſſential, becauſe 

he Evidence for dt is is not abſolutely cer- 

ain. But the Reader may pleaſe to ad- 

ert that the Eſſentiality of any part of the 
achariſt does not depend upon the Cer- 
ainty or Uncertainty of our Knowledge, 
Put upon the Inſtitution of Chriſt, and 
c Y | ight therefore be certain tho we knew 
Pothing of it. But indeed he ought to 
eve put che Caſe thus, whether a probable 
entialitx cannot be raiſod upon W 
= 5 ; 1 5 „% Sr 5 C 
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his Evidence and then it wpo'd have boon 


Sets 
— is wanting, there is no Sa- 


— in a Matter of the utmoſt Con- 


axe to put the Event of Eternity, and ha- 
zard the remiſpon of qur Sins, and the in- 
Anences of God's —＋ a likely or 
an unlikely Performance of gur Duty, up- 
on the Practice gf the Univerſal Church 
or that of 3 ＋ — Hercticks, uro 
P tion. 
To what Was oe in Vindication gf hell 
. — pf the 7 Fr, and he Fo between 
the Fruit of the Fruit of ch 
Tree, the Dbjecor given no Anſwer 
He has not x pew — the Hecies may 2 
expreſſed hy the Genus, and the whole by 
a part, nor that pure Wine is a Specic;li 
of the Fruit of the Tree, and the Fruit «ffi 
the Vine à part of the Cup, Since then he 
made no Objection to the Premiſes} 
any one reaſon againſt the juſt- 
the Conſequence, it is plain the 
rt, of vain and rriflings.. which he hai 
beſtow d u the Diſtinction, are un- 
guarded and indefenſible. For his Inſtance 
of Heater» Cyder cannot be logk'd upon a0 
any manner * Reaſon, becauſe the Mix 
ture of that Liquar cannpt os Cuſton 
and immemorial Uſage, as ixture 0 
the Wine is own'd to do, and how: nochinel 
ut Cuſtom can giye meaning to, and ſet 
the Senſe. of a Figuratiye FG | 
Pa if the Mixcure of 


the one had * 4 


againſt his Eu For it f, rhere 
| high Probability that the Water 0 
a there is à high Probability, 5 


ament. And then the Queſtion will be, $ 
P 

ern, we are to chooſe the poſſible or the 

probable ſide of the Queſtign, whether we 1 
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& uſual as that of the other, the Expreſſi< 
di Bac been” as. watrantable-— 0 2104 
12 7 Obje&ions in retion ta 
aeaven'd. Bre no ways affect . Me- 
of the Cauſe. as" Was proyed in tb C Ge 
[nes tho' this Gentlemen takes no 
otice > the proof, =_ beſides are ob- 


4 
he — Poſtſer is' bs Ty 
> Rich t 1 72 y ral 
; "I o Conclude, in the —— 0 the 
[nſwerer $ (c) Words, * what e er 
| wh 1 appears pretty pl ain, hn 
IF: uſed a mixt Cup, that be 
0 14 Diſciples, and that 7 . 
i 67 SENTIAL part of br eee. 
t he never ſo 1 ch as. once mom ſour this” 
e org of rhe” Cup, but by aß Exe 
lifes Mix: - and bes" 
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HAT the A Author of the New: 


N e has "Aer us in de- 
Aſerrion, that 250 


his e I. hal give. 
Examioatin, Burt, 1 85 re- 


ing moſ} mate- 
ns, 5 ae very Book, 


i a 
rial OE 0 


againſt which it is A in the forego- 

ing Treatiſe, and in the Vindication of the 
Reaſons and Defence, I ſhall content myſelf 
with 2 to them for an Anſwer. The 


ornaments, he may — -: in his own 
Sphere. Terms of Calumny and Re- 
— give no inviting Complexion to 
a Diſcourſe, and like frowns, only deform 
2 face of theit Author. It is no ſervice- 
able Circumſtance that he ſets out in 4 
"Tempeſt and engages in a Storm; that he 
botrows his Weapons from Paſſion and Re- 
ſentment, and ſeems more diſpos'd ty 
Fight than to Reaſon: But let his o 


Words 
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ceed to the Argument. | 
The Queſtion then whether dur Saviour 


Inſtitution of 4. upper having'been long 
debated in the het lan World, and be- 
ing 2 Controverſy that ud ways affets 
the merits, of dur Diſpute; I ſhall not 
pretend to deterraitic It either one way or 
the other. But ſince the Author of the 


aſed leaven'd. of unleaven'd Bread at the +. 
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No Neceſſity has affirmed, that it is more 


certain that dur Saviour made uſe of unleu- 
ven'd Bread, than that he made uſe of the 
% Mixture, and an attempt is here made 


to vindicate that Aſſertion from Scripture © 


(HN 


Gp. 4 


and Tradition; I ſhall endeavour to ſhew _ 
the contrary of the one, and to prove the 


inſufficiency of the other. 


And Firſt, S. Luke patticulatly- mentions 


the taking of the Paſchal (e) Cup, tho? (e) S. Luts 
neither he not any other of the Eyanges 22. 174 


liſts do any where declate that our Lord 
uſed the Azyma. This alone might be 
ſufficient to Anſwer that Gentleman 's De- 
mand, I eit 03 1118925 Ott 7 * 
But adly, The Eaſterti' arid - Weſtertt 
Churches are agreed that our Saviour mix- 
ed the Cup, whereas they have been divi- 
ded abbut the Affair of the Arma for neat 
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ſeven hundred Years; 
& adbuc ſub judice lis eſt; 


It has been argued that 8. John expteſly 
teltifles, that Chtiſt was erucified on the 
Day of tlie Preparation of the (f) Paſſover, 
and conſequently before the time of cating 
way the Leaven, which was not prohibite 
ill the period in which the Lamb was com⸗ 

3 manded 
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| pareExod. 4 cep 
12. 6, 8. 

with v. 17. e the Lg ns nd Ear 
18. Lamb. 50 jt 5 0 he 835 Cele: 
brated that Feaſt, not fup⸗ 
poſe he then ed 5 we Bread, "be- 
cauſe this Rl make the Feaſt of att 
leaven'd Bread to be of ci 125 "days" cont | 
Nuance, . Whereas. the Sctipfüre ditects b | 
ſeven. And to eee s 25 with Hh 
other Era cliſts, who tell us that Chriſt MI - 
celebrated | s Supper on the firſt day of! 
N unlegrend read, it has been obſerved that 
the Jewiſh, Day is computed. from the E- 
$3 Ob g. it EEE ſaid in Genefis, that . 8 
(en. 1. Evening and the. Morning were the K "(#) 
1 
( 
9 
c 


Day ; and that 'therefg re. the Day Pefote 
the Feaſt of the. anlegen d (, Bread 
might prapęrly be called the firſt Day of 
- unleaven'd Bread, becauſe the Evening” of 
that Day was the b A Reeg of this; and 


ſince the unleaxen d Bread was not to be ce 
eaten till te dog of that firſt Day 
there is no Reaſon to Tappoſe our Sa- 9! 
— e zuſe of it at his Suppe r, Way y} 

lebrated the Evening EN pl 
theſe —— others have been 9990 Fr 
fed, and thoſe not inconſiderable, a th 
as I ſaid before, I ſhall \ wave judging on di 
either fide, and only ſeave it with the £1: 
Reader , whether there can be the ſame Ve 


certainty in a controverted point, as in C/ 
Op! acknowledged Practice, in the divided 
r of. —— 2 and Weſtern 
TI Churches 


: * 1 88 „ E4'Y J. . 950 


(i) realy Toy gie, 3 me) Tov 522 gol. 
$4320: yd; and . L., dee Thy nuicv 
8. Chr yſoſt om. Hom. 81. in 8. Matt b. 26. 


_—_ =. >. = =» WH as...” »  . & ST x e io - i > * * — —T " 
er om 1b SSS TN N 7 


91. 
Churches, as in their dn ed Conſent, in 2 


Doe a 4 in af 8 8 8 oem 


our es P ice? 16” 
or * Bec tlie 

2 caſt out the ea e is 2 

he dig teleiger 9 8. Trip 2 can | 
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ſhew that t ha — er 
x the he. "ofthe 2 85 Tenor . 
8 I haye before ſhe ton, is argued front 
John to Have n after our Saviour 


G ixion,” Aid this was moſt probably 
done 48 learned Perſon ( \imagines, 05 UE. 


complyarice with the "Jews, not as this 22 
Gentleman Holla i dae o d por 
gu e t 'obſervirt the 8 Offices, p. 
chal Feaſt. F deſignd 143. Ed. 3. 


* Fo 3 er was i 
to. be kept in Memoty of Chrift's 2 1699. 
nization of the Palo per, Bip in Memor 'y 


of the Pro 6-5 pical La hat was ſlai 
05 on the ( Gy nd" a from the Dead 


n, th 

And * che Fathers," city? neither of 
t Be 10 40 198 of the Quorations, pro- 

duced by * Gehrke "(6 once de- 

flare that Fry Lord Fg gfe of unlea- 
yef'd Bread. All that they reſtify — that 
Chriſt Ge, the Paſſover upon the fo ur- 
tent / N Ned one of them in the (1)N.Sep, 
very Faſſag 1 "hs the Vindicator, de- Þ 7: 8: 
clares chat our Tard eat the Paſſover on 
the Evenin agen, began the firſt Day of 
b 00 read, and conſequently be- 
Ys the time eſcribed far the eating 
1 h Head, which did not com- 
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9 and th fs RA his Teftimo- _— 
70 {6m} Fa ers they nei- 
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(m) S. Au- 
Hin. vide 
Ne 


N. se 


aso C 92 J' * 12 Py ; 4 

mence till the Evening that concluded 
that firſt (m) Day. If then 8. Auſtin by 
fixing the time of Chriſt's Paſſover on 
the fifth of the wy did hobby _w—_ 
Terms deſign to teſtify. our Savioux's uſe 
of unleaven d Bread, why Thou'd we ſup- 
poſe. the other Fathers did? Why ſhou'd 
we extend their Senſe beyond his, and 
make them both mean differently by the 
ume Eee > 5... 


* 


- 'Qrigen indeed is urged. to a farther pur- 
poſe, and we are told that he ſays, that 
Chrift did perform bis laſt Paſſover after the 
Jewiſh () manner. But after the Jewiſh 
manner is a looſe Expreſſion, and does not 


* 


Nay ſince, ö Jin has told us thar Che 


c 


4) neceſſarily 7 ſuppoſe an entire Conformity 


did not conform to the Jeu? in their time 
of ſolemnizing that Feſtival, which yet 
| was a part, of the Inſtitution, it is plain 


he did not perform his Paſſoyer entirely 


# 
o i 
- % * * 4 


after the Zeb manner. But if the time 
be not included in thoſe terms, why 
77 we include the unleaven d Bread? 
one part of the Precept be excepred 
with what reaſon can we contend tha 
the other is not? For ſince che whole of 
this Argument is drawn from the Gene- 
rality of the Expreſſion, the deſtroying 
that Generality muſt deſtroy the Argu- 
ee eren an 
- But S. Jerome is cited as declaring that 


the firſt day of unleaven d Bread is the four- 


(0) 14. ib. 


- 


teent / N day of the firſt Month, when the Fer- 
ment is caſt (0) away. Ang does this prove 
that our. Lord | uſed 'unleaven'd Bread! 


The firſt day of unleaven'd Bread might 


be che Nay pn wich the Ferment was 
caſt away, and yt ſince that was not to be 
Wo at % Ss OP hs drone ie w £ TH dens 

9 2 


* — _ a 


—”— 5 DW” 5< rv) pp d T 


 S- Wo TR Cu TY SY” LETS 


l 


L 931 
done till the Evening that concluded char 
Cliriſt eat unleaven d Bread, who ſolemni- 
zed the Paſſover on the Evening that be- 
gan it. In a Word, let theſe Teſtimonies 
E ntergtsted agreeably to 8. Auſtin, who 
is one of the Number, and they make no- 
thing to our Author's Purpoſe, or elſe let 
them ſubmit to the earlier Authority of Ju- 
in (4) Martyr and (r) Tertullian, who both 
teſtif that dur Lord was cruciſied on the 
Day of the Paſſover, the firſt Day of un- 
leaven'd ef 7h bag By 

From what has been faid; I think it 
clearly appears that the Ama is not a 
Matter of ſuch indiſputable certainty as 


the Mixture, and I might here add, that 


the Scripture Term is not-dvpor but Arrec, 
and this Gentleman wou d do well to give 
one inſtance, where des is uſed for unlea- 
ven'd Bread, before he aſſerts with ſo much 
aſſurance, that Chriſt made uſe of the Ax - 
ma. However ſince I have offer d theſe 
Arguments not to tye down any Man's O- 
pinion to a Matter which is as learnedly op- 
poſed as defended, but to ſhew that there 
are many Objections againſt the one, when 
the other has hardly a Gainſayer but a- 
mong the Writers of this Controverſy, I 


ſhall leave the Event with the Reader. 
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' As for what was urged from Cardinal Bo- 


na, it may be ſufficient to refer to the Third, 
Seventh and Ninth Sections of the 23d. 
We e et + 412k Vi Chapter 
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14 1 
ter of his firſt Book De Reus Lit 
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Ch 
a for — it, and 
5 a Aver to this Gentlemag a 2 
And in like manner it may ſuſſige to remit 
the: Reader” to the Sixth and Earn Fages 
of the. Neceſſi of an. Alteration 


ra rep 
to the Qbje&ion. concerning the Method 0 
leavening hy Salt, &c. Phe Caſes are ig: 
deed by nad means parallel, For 
may be leavend without an additionary 
28 38d conſequently. the Sa * 2 
ne antial Uſage, beca becauſe. what! 
may be wanted in a Compoſition, TEE 
neceſſary to it, and hatſoe ver is not de- 
geſſary to it, is a mere Cireumſtance. Bug | 


1 


Wi ine cannot be mixed without à different 


Ingredient, and therefore that Mager lient 


Cs) N.5. p. 
14. 


is 4 neceſſary Addition. The firſt then 
may be uſed or rejected, bęcauſe al Gir- 
cumſtances ate indifferent, but the latter 
cannot be rejected, — it 10 0 4 
S Bat 

roceed then; it is by no means 3 
godd MS rgument, that becauſe: Juſtin Mar 
tyr in his Account of the Chriſtian Wor- 
ſhip mentions the Kiſs of Charity, as well 
as the Euchariſtical Water, therefore the 
one may as properly be referr'd to the 
ſubſequent Account of the Inſtitution, as 
the (s) other. For the Water is join'd with 
the Bread and Wine, which are allow'd to 
be the ſubject of the Inſtitution, but the 


Kiſs of Charity is plainly. ſeparated from 


them. The Martyr appeals to our Savi- 
our's Words for the change of the Ele- 
ments, not for the Ceremonies of the Ad- 


miniſtration. That part then of the Con- 


text, which reſpects the Elements, muſt be 


tome to th April not that which 


09g] 
nd relation to them. * Fuſhin declureb 
12 Ckriftiah Euchariſt 822 founded up- 
Motels command and afflrms Bread. 
ne And Water to be that Euchariſt, but 
he affirms no ſuch thing of the Kiſs If 
„And 2coiſcquently Vor not tefer 
Ar 2 Original. 1 
10 che Odi Ribes from 'the Madtioe of 
tie! Rbmabiſts, that they join with Juſtin 
L „ in calling the mird Cup the Eu- 
il And With eee fam binding: it the 
f Chriſt, though at theſſume time 
they declare gainſt the Eſſentiality of the 
0) Water, T anſwer that the Romaniſts have (H) N. 8. & 
in mote eaſes than one retain d the Lan- 5719. 
Fave of the Primitive Chutch, when the, 
ave gone off from the Doctrine of it, and 
rotions that many learned Members 
dr he Church of Euglaud have ptoved the 
Novelty: of the Purgatorial Doctrine from 
the Langut of che n ancient Prayers for the 
Yead, thö' that very Language be uſed in 
the Canon Miſe. [Beſides it has always been 
thooghe a good proof againſt Franſubſtan- 
tiation, chat S. Paul and Fuſtin Martyr call 
it. Bread after Conſecration, and yet the 
Romaniſts'do'the (a) ſame This Argu- (a) Can; 
ment then can only ſhew that their Lan- 
Zuage is inconfiſtent with their Principles 
and that they ate condemn d by their own 
NMaſs- Book. Ex ore ſuo. Nor is it any 
wonder that they apply our Saviour's Pre- 
cept to the (x) Nixe ſince they profeſs Ns. 
to belieye that Chriſt mixed "oh? Infticu- 15. 


* 
(3 * 
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ted (5) Cup. e (9), Cone, © © od 


Trid.Seſs. 
22+ cap 7. 


Our Author obſerves upon 8. Cyprian, 


that aqua ſola ſignifies Water alone, not 

Water without (z) Wine; but does not (4)N.s.p, 

the Martyr oppoſe thoſe Words to a mixed 25. 
Cup ? 
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as Man alone in "Geneſis (a) Lear 

ider 4 Help-meet? He proceed 
ays & Cyprian quotes the inebriating * 
n. 5.08, the (Y) ines, Type of the Euc 
* * iſt; but this can do him no Service; unl 
| he cou d ſuew that a mix d Cup cannot ine- 
briate. Nor in like manner will his reaſon- 
ing from Tertullian have any Cogency un- 
Jeſs he chu d make it appear that Wine can- 
not be diſtinguiſhed by the T aſte in a Mix- 

III! 


* 
Fa 


8 (00 in N Sactifice to (c) God does no more exclude 

29. Water than Bread, and conſequently, 1 
wide of the Purpoſe. 

b. 7. S Grit ee, (d) is i is plainly in oppoſed to 

300 _conſecrated-not mix d Wine, and 

proves nothing And indeed if it was te 

be underſtood in this Writer's Senſe of 

mere undiluted Wine, it would directly 

make againſt his Purpoſe, becauſe what 


was xd before the Invocation is clearly 


intimated to be the contrary aftex- 
wards. 
Theodoret s calling the Fruit ol the vine 
om. P. by the Name of (e) Wine. is. no more than 
** „  Chroſoftom had done before, and that has 
_ already been ſhewn to be no ways prejudi- 
G p. 20;cial to the Doctrine of the () Mixture, be- 
ſides that this fame Theodoret declares that 
, our Lord call d the Mixture his (g) Blood, 


. vn 4 p. which plainly proves that he did not de- 
17. ſign to exclude Water, when he calls the 


Repreſentation of that Blood by the name 
of Wine. 
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C 99-1; 
Our Author's Notion of the Diſagreement 
oſ the Ancients about the Signification of 
the Mixture, cou'd (if true) no more prove 
that to have been never inſtituted, than the 
Diſagreement of the Philoſophers about 
any Phænomenon can prove that Phæno- 
menon never to have had a Being. And as 
to his declaring thoſe myſticalSigntfications 
to have been the only Reaſon which was gi- 
ven for the uſe of (h) Water, it is contrary (b) 1 8. 
to Fact. For Juſtin Martyr, Irenats, S. Cy- "oO" 
prian, the Commentary upon S. Mark, as- 
cribed to S. Jerome, and Theodoret, and others 
declare the Mixture to have been practis d 
by Chriſt, and to repreſent his Blood, as 
may be ſeen in the Paſſages cited from theſe 
Fathers. . 75 f 
The Argument concerning the Fruit of 
the (i) Vine is of no Force, becauſe two of (i) Ib. p. 
the three Fathers produced as Evidences : of38. 
thoſe Words ſignifying mere Wine teſtify 
that our Saviour mix'd his Cup, and cannot 
poſſibly therefore be imagined to have de- 
ſigned to exclude Water from that Cup; 
beſides that their Words only prove that 
the Fruit of the Vine does not mean Water, 
not, that it does not mean a ()) Mix- (10 Neceſ. 
a. | 5 P. 201. 
As to Pope Alexander's inſtitutingthe Mix 
ture, it is directly contrary to that Pope's own 
Words as cited in the Council of Tribur, 
where he ſays, that neither Wine alone, nor 
Water alone, ought to be offered, as ws HAVE 
RECEIVED FROM THE CI) FATHERS, &c. and is 
alſo oppoſed by the learned Bona, who tells (7) Can. 
us, that Alexander the 1ſt. was not the Au-!“ 
thor of the (m) Mixture. (m) De 
Reb. Li. 
N The p. 710. 


98 J 
The Reaſoning upon Tertullian is foreign 
and unſupported, for he has not produc'd 
one Inſtance, were Oblations for the Dead 
are taken either for Legacies or Loaves, and 
has in his former Book expreſſy acknow- 
ledged tlie plain Limitation of thoſe Words 
No Ne- to the Euchariſtick Sacrifice by S. (n) Cy- 
ceſ. p. 32. prian, who being Tertullian s Scholar, and 
writing upon the ſame Subject of the Dead, 
cannot reaſonably be ſuppoſed to deſign 

differently by the ſame Terms. 

The Objections againſt S. Cyprian's Teſti- 
mony are ſomewhat remote from the Pur- 
poſe, becauſe they are levelled againſt an 
imaginary Infallibility which no Body aſ- 
crib d to him, and are founded upon a falſe 
Suppoſition that the Martyr did not look 
upon the Euchariſtical Offerings for the 
Dead as a ſubſtantiat Part of Religion; for 

it is certain the Euehariſt cou'd not be of- 
fered for the Dead, if it had not been inſti- 
tuted for that Purpoſe, and it is as certain 
that whatever our Saviour inſtituted is of 
the ſubſtance of Religion. As to the com- 
municating of Infants it is not a Parallel to 
the Oblations for the Dead, becauſe the 
Neglect of the Firſt. makes no Breach in 
Communion, as that of the latter does. 
For tho' Infants be not actually commu- 

nicated, they are included in thegeneral 
Oblation, which is made for all the Mem- 
bers of Chriſt's Church, among whom they 
are enrolled by Baptiſm. The one is an 
Excluſion from the Memberſnip of Chriſt's 
Body, the other is only a temporary Suſ- 
penſion of the actual Participation And 
that the Church thought this Suſpenſion 2 
lawtul Diſcipline upon prudential Reaſons, 
is 


199 t 

is. evident from the different Practice of 

communicating every Nay in ſome Chur- 

ches, and ſuſpending. that Interval for a 

longer Apace in others ; from their ſuſpend- 

ing the Adminiſtration of Baptiſm to par- 

ticular. Seaſons of the Year, and from the 

carreſpanding Direction of the Church of 

England, in ſuſpending the communicating . 

of two Laicks, where the Number cannot 

be (o) increaſed. And laſtly, as for S. )- (o) Rube 

riau's Notion of the Happineſs of the after the 

artyrs, of their enjoying the Preſence of Com. Ser- 

God, and of the unalterable State of the ow 

(p) Dead, it is by no means an Argument (p) N. 8. 

that he thaught Prayers and Sacrifices for P. 51. 52. 

the Departed a uſeleſs and unneceſſary Per- 

formance, becauſe S. Auſtin apenly declares 

that the faithful Deceaſed are not yet ad- 

mitted to the Kingdom, promiſed by Chri 

ta the (q) Saints, notwithſtanding he Alſ- () Conc, 

ſerts with S. Cyprian that they are in the 1 in Pfal. 

Preſence of the Lord, and never deſerted by the 36. cited 

beatifick, Rreſence of (x) Chriſt ; and becauſe = _ 

Tertullian did not think it at all inconſiſtent the — 

to {ay that the Soul upon its Departure was p. 247. 

determined either to eternal Miſery, or eternal C De ci- 

({) Bliſs, and that every Soul was in an in- 5 

termediat State till the (t] Reſurrection. But > 4 

if S. Cyprians Words do. not exclude the Ep. gg. Ib. 

intermediate State, they do not exclude (/) De 

Prayers far the Dead; and if they do not — yon 

exclude Prayers for the Dead, the Inter- Fo 9 

pretation of Oblationes and Sacrificia, which (+) De A- 

is founded upon that Excluſion, muſt fall of nima. Cap. 

Courſe. inn 
S. Cyril's Declaration that the Martyrs 

are mentioned in the Enchariſtick Service 


25 Interceſſors does not neceſſarily Juppaſe 


| L 101 a 
(u) N. S. that we are not to pray for (u) them, as ap- 
p. 56. pears from their being both prayed for a- 
mong the Faithful, and mention'd as Interceſ- 
ſors within the Diſtance of ten Eines in 8. 
„ „, 2 
What is ſaid upon S. Ambroſe is of no 
force, becauſe that Father himſelf declares, 
that the want of Baptiſm was not the Em- 
(x)De.ob. perours (x) fault, and as for the Words, 1 my 
Val. Prayers will be of Service to you, they do 
no more expreſs a Doubt of their Service- 
ableneſs, than i there by a God, the World 
is govern d by Providence, expreſſes a Doubt 

of the Being of a God. ELL 
What is cited from Da- Pin in deroga- 
tion of Epiphanius Authority was never 
deſigned by that Author to render his Wri- 
tings or Teſtimony uſeleſs, and can there- 
fore be of no Service to the Purpoſe for 
which it is brought. For Du-Pin, a very 
few Pages before that Citation, makes uſe 
Gp. 752. of his Authority againſt (y) Scultetus, and 
Ed. Pari. which is more in the Account of his Do- 
gms tells us, that he proves Prayers for the 
Dead in his 75th Hereſy, and xxeurss the 

(d Ib. 750. contrary Opinion of (2) Aerins. 

The Aſſertion that S. Chryſoſtom's Teſti- 
mony for Prayers for the Dead relates only 
to his own Patriarchate cannot be true, be- 

cauſe they are mention'd as the Office of the 
Prieſthood, which is the. ſame all the World 
over; nor is the other any more to be de- 
pended upon which declares that S. Chryſo- 
ſtom in this very Place intimates, that it was 

0% N. 8. the Practice of the Church to pray for (a) Sin- 

p. 61. ners. For he only ſays that the Prieſt is an 
Interceſſor with God, that he may be propi- 

tious to the Sins of the Dead, which does by 

no 
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no Means ſuppoſe the Perſons prayed for to 


have departed in a State of Impenitence, as 
appears from the ancient Liturgies, which 
petition for Remiſſion of Sins to the Decea 
ſed, and at the fame Time confine that Pe- 
tition to ſuch as have departed with the 
Sign of Faith, and reſt. in the Sleep of Peace; 
beides that the very State of Death is a 
Puniſhment for Sin; tor if Adam had not 
ſinned, as S. Paul (b) tells us, Man had not 
died; and therefore while that State re- 
mains, the Puniſhment remains, and while 
the Pumiſhment remains, the Sin cannot he 
ſaid to be entirely forgiven, notwithſtand- 
ing the faithful deceaſed are ſecure of For- 
giveneſs. But if the Sin be not entirely forgi- 
ven, it is certainly proper to pray that it 
may. The Reader may ſee this Practice 
farther accounted for in the Reaſons, p. 17, 
18. | r 
The Obſervation upon the reaſoning 
from the Greek Liturgies, &c. that it ſup- 
poſes the Controverſy to have been, whether an 


(b) 1 Cor: 


15+ 21,22, 


Article of Faith be (c) neceſſary, is a great N. S 
Miſtake; for it ſuppoſes no ſuch thing, but p- 62. 


goes upon this Ground, that the conſenti- 
ent Practice of the Liturgies, together with 
the Teſtimonies cited from the Fathers 
proves the Oblations for the Dead to be 2 
neceſſary Uſage, becauſe they cou'd not be 
ufed upon any other Principle but that of 
Charity and Communion, and becauſe all 
Acts of Charity were of indiſpenſable Ob- 
ligation, and the Communion of Saints an 
Article of Faith. There was then no im- 
propriety in denying the Parallel between 
the Agreement of the Liturgies in praying 
tor the Dead, and their Agreement — 

| Other 


, a 44 3 8 


; L102 1 
other Practices of Ceremony or Diſcipline, 
becauſe the one related to an Article af 
Faith, the other only to à circumſtantial 
Practice, any more than if one ſhould ar- 

that tho' there be Scripture- Teſtimony 
for the Kiſs of Charity as well as for the 


Communion of the Cup, they were by no 


Means of equal Neceſſity, becauſe the one 

was Matter of Ceremany, and the other 

Bart of an Inſtitution, However the Li- 

turgy in the Conſtitutions which Dr. Brett 

has ſhewn to be the Standard of all the 

(4) Dif: (d) reſt, has not one of our Author's In- 

fert. on ſtances of Innovation, and conſequently 

Liturg. p. thoſe Inſtances have not an univerſal A- 
32 & ſeg. greement to fuppart them. 

As for his Purgatorial Objections, the pray- 

ing for Refreſhment ' and Mercy for the 


Dead does no more ſuppoſe them in a 


State of Torment or Purgatory, than the 
praying for Grace and Wiſdom for. the 
ing's Council ſuppoſes them to be Re- 

ce) Litany probates and (e) Fools. _ | 
8 the The New Communion-Office is no Part 
Prayer of the Controverſy, and therefore what- 
Book. ever Arguments are uſed againſt it, go for 
nothing, beſides that it has been fully vindi- 
' cated from this Gentleman's Aſperſion in 
the Second Part of the Vindication of the 

(fp. 110, Reaſons and (f) Defence, 

117, 1122 The Reaſoning upon the Words waryioas 
(0 N. S. 0g) wxaenires is of no force, becauſe they 
p. 65. Certainly ſhow a poſitive Command for 
bleſing the Elements, and conſequently for 
praying for the Deſcent of the Holy Ghoſt 
upon them, which has been proved to be 
implied in the Notion of Bleſſing. And be- 
ſides it has been been, olſerved chat 8. Paul 
Form $0 odor, ſpeak- 
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L 163 J 
ſpeaking df the ſame Euchariſtiek Inſtitu- 3) Net. 
tion uſes. the ſame Expreſſion of A in p. 131. 
ſuch a Manner as is uncapable of being in- and Vin- 
terpreted to a giving f (h) Thanks, which — wa 
alone is a ſufficient Anſwer to all that has nee, par. 
been objected concerning the Scripture Lan- 11: p. 121: 

unge 2% „ Ame wt, 
, The Objection agalnſt S. Bas Teſti- 
mony, that by z eUẽ,t pipele he 2 | 
not mean the Invocation of the Holy Gho 
butthe Communion (i) Office, can have no @ N. 8. 


Weight, becauſe that Interpretation is on- P. 7. 
ly affirmed, but not offered to be proved 
either from the Context or any other Greek 
Writer vrhatſoever, whereas we have prov d 
the Conſtruction we plead for from the 
Practice of the Church, from the Lan- 
guage of a co temporary Writer, and from 
S. Bafil's own Direction in his (4 Li- (ONS. 

133, 1366 


: 
- 


Turgy. þ 1 EN 171i dome 
- for the «rixaness of S. Cyril, himſelf 
declares what he means by it in the moſt 
unexceptionable Terms, when he ſays we ad- 
dreſs the God of Mercy to | ſend; down his 
Holy Spirit upon the Elemeuts which are ſet 
before him, that it may make the Bread the Bo- 
dy of Chriſt, and the Wine the Blood of Chriſt. 
For upon whatſoever,- the Holy Spirit deſcends, 
that is ſanctiſied aud (1) changed.  _. 
The Objection againſt the Teſtimony 
of Juſtin Martyr and the other Fathers, that 
not one of them knew of the Form, which was 
| pleads 
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t 1 
an ne phate iu yer, is contrary to Fact, becauſe 
« F. 9+ ſome of them expreſly mention it, and 


thoſe that do not are yet full for the Bleſ- 

3 of F. which this Gentleman knows is all 
264 350 that we contend for. 15 

WWyuhis Article then is evidently e 

ted both by Scripture and Tradition. 

- The Reflections upon the New Commmu- 

nion- Office, and the Suggeſtion of farther 

Alterations are obviated by the Learned 

4 5 "Ying, Author of the Vindication" of the Reaſons, 

par. 2. &Cc. Whos has aſſur d the World, that we 

p 113. axe ſtil ANN to choſe —_—— eld ( 10 

als. 

Thie Citation from 8. Paul i is nothing to 

_ Author's Purpoſe, becauſe he acknow- 

Tedges the Euchariſt tobe a - Sacrifice, and 

there can be no imaginable Reaſon for ſup- | 

poſing that our Saviour deviated from the | 

common ſacrificial Practice of offering by 

Prayer, and neither followed the alt b 

Caftlom of the Ages before / him, nor was 

himſelf followed by thoſe that ſucceeded, Ml ! 

which yet muſt be the Caſe, if at the Inſti- | 

C 

( 

0 


rution he uſed no manner of Oblatory Ad- 

dreſs to the Father. But if he did, it is 

moſt reaſonable to believe that Addreſs in- 

cluded in the d ,ẽĩcus, in the Euchariſti- 

cal Prayer, both becauſe there is no other 

Exprefſion in the Account of the Inſtitu- 

tion that relates to Prayer, and becauſe the 

moſt ancient Euchariſtical Prayer in the 
World has ſuch an Oblation. 

The No- neceſſity of mentioning the 

2 N. S. Names of the (o Dead in the Prayer of 

73. Oblation can no more prove the indiffer- 

ence of ſuch a Prayer, than the No-neceſ- 


ſity of mentioning the Names of the _— 
ul 


mm "wo 
fal in the Supplication fon BY (of Sint can (0) gde. 
prove the indiſferente of ſuch a Supplica - 
tan 10658 sin % ien n 0, 
The Diſoourſe, with which dur Author 
concludes his Obſervations ill not caſilg 
prove that the Modellers of the Liturgy in 
11661 believed the Doctrine of the Sacrifice, 

uſe thete is no ſuch, Word as Altar in the 
eſt Rubricks of the Church of England 3 
(and if there had, both Prieſt and Altar have 
often been abuſed to a figurative Senſe,) 
and becaule the Prayer of Oblation is not 
yet reſtored to its proper Situation: But if iT 
wou'd prove their Relief of the Sacrificial 
n et 2 oy Peſine con meyer 
upply the Want of an Qblatory Prayer, the 
Scruple ſtill remains and we axe to ek For 
Satisfaction. And as tehis Propolalof Jup- | 
plying the Defelt by fen (p) Devotion, ix is Ns. 
deſtructive of all Order and Hiſeipline; it 55. | 
gives every Prieſta Latitudeot Diſpenſation, 
raiſes him above the Rubrick, and makes 
him his own Ordinary. For to add to the 
8 Ditection by à private and ſilent 
roviſion is certainly not to conſecrate ac- 
cording to the Order ahd Mind of the 
Church. Hut beſides, this will no ways ac- 
count for the Admitiiſttations of thoſe who 
diſown the Doctrine contended for, or 
don't think themſelves at Liberty to follow 
this Gentleman's Example; ſo that they are 
7 chargeable with the Defect, and I think 
need not prove that we can no more be 
Members of a Defective Communion, than 
iniſters of a defective Adminiſtration. 

Thus I have conſidered thoſe Arguments 
in the Neu Separation, which appeared to 
be new, and to carry any Plauſibility of Ob- 

Q jection 
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Banenre's Explanation of. R. Bliezer's Teſti- 
P 9 
Hs Teſtimony that the Jews never drank un- 


Wine ud 1 
8 l. the Obje&tions from his Liturgyanſwer 4 

p 32 to 37 
His Teſtimony for the Invocation vindicated, 


No. p 103 

Unlawſul to en joy any Thing without Bleſſing of 
t in the Opinion of the Jews p 2 
2 | 
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A GATALOGUE of the 
Writings on both Sides of the Con- 

rover), according to the Order of 

Time in which they were publiſhed. 


E A'SONS for reſtoring ſome Pray= -. 
© ets and Directions, as they ſtand! 

in the Communion- Service of the 
firſt Eugliſꝭ reform d Liturgy, compiled by 
the Biſho ps in the ad and 3d Years of the 
Reign of King Edward VI. Printed for John 
Morphewu und publiſhed in September, 1717. 
No Reaſon for reſtoring the Prayers ant 
Directions of Edward the VTs firſt Litur- 
gy. Printed for John Morphe, and pub- 
nbed in October, 1717. in Anſwer to the 


Reaſon n. 4 
A Defence of the Reaſons, &c. Printed 


1 


for John Morphew, and publiſhed in De- 
png 1717. In Anſwetr to the No Rea- 
on. - N 
No Neceſſity to alter the Common-Pray- 
er, &c. Publiſhed in Januar), 1717-18. and 
fold by J. Morphew. In Anſwer to the Rea- 
Jons and Defence. | 6 O01 
A Letter from Mr. Leſtey-to his Friend, &c. 
publiſhed in January, 1717-18. 
An Anſwer to a printed Letter, ſaid to 
be written by Mr. Leftey, &c. Printed by 
P EF. 


# 


A N 
| H. P. for 7. Morpheu, and publiſhed in 
| January, 1717-18. 

No Reaſon to alter the preſent Liturgy, 
c on Account of Prayers for the Dead. 
Printed by H. P. for J. Morphew, and pub- 

liſhed in January, 1717-18. 3 

No Sufficient Reaſon for reſtoring the 
Prayers, &c. Part I. Printed for J. Mor- 
phew, and publiſhed in May, 1718. In An- 

8 iwer to the Defence. 
© +, The Neceſſity of an Alteration, &c. Prin- 

ted for J. Bettenham, and publiſhed in July, 
1718. In Anſwer to No Neceſſity, ani the 
firit Part of No ſufficient Reaſon. 
Tradition neceſſary to explain and in- 
rerpret the Holy Scriptures, with a Poſt- 
1 ſcript in Anſwer to Part, of No ſuffic ient 
= Reaſon, By Tho. Brett, L. L. P. Printed 
for Bettenham, and publiſhed in July, 
1718. 
3 l No ſufficient Reaſon for ning! the 
Prayers, &Cc Part II. Printed for J. Bet- 
tenham, and publiſhed in Sun 1718. 
In Anſwer to the Defence. 

I Vindication of the Reaſons and; De- 
fence, &c. Part I. by the Author of the 
Reaſons and Defence. Printed for J. Bet- 
tenham, and. publiſhed in November, 1718. 
In Anſwer to the firſt Part of No- ſufficient 
Reaſon. 

L- Mr. Collier's Deſertion diſcuſs'd, &c. 
Printed for C. Rivington, and Publiſhed in 
February, 1718-19. 

Vino Euchariſtico Aqua non neceſſario 
admiſcenda. Auctore Samnele Drake, C. D. 
I. E. S. impenſis Gul. & Joh. Innys. Pub- 
liſhed in February, 1718-19. In Anſwer to the 
Reaſons, the Defence of the | Reaſons, the 

Ne- 


1 ...* 


_Qy 
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T | 
Neceſſity of an Alteration, the firſt Part of 

the Vindication of the 'Reaſous and De- 
fence, and Dr. Brett's Tradition — 

2 «4 

2 Vindication of the Reaſons ahd: De- 
fence; &c, Part II. by the Author of the 
Reaſons and Defence. Printed for J. Bet- 
tenbam, and publiſhed in March, 1918-19. 
In —_—_ to the 2d Part of No Juſficiens 
Rea ou:  ':- 

No juſt Crone ſos introducing he 
New Communion Office, &c. Printed for 
F. Bettenham, and publiſhed in March, 
1718-19. In Anſwer to the Appendix to the 
Neceſſity of an Alteration, and ih Brert's 
Poſtſcript to Tradition neceſſary 

The Plaintiff's '' Charge brows, Ke. 

in a Letter to the Author of No jauſt 
Grounds for introducing the New Commu- 
nion Office, &c. Printed for J. Bettenham, 
and publiſhed in March, 1719. In Anſwer 
to à Paſſage in Page the 56rh of No Juſe 
Grounds, &c. 
The New Separation from the Church 
of Eng land groundleſs, being a Vindica- 
tion of the No Neceſſity, © &c. Printed for 
W. Mears, and publiſhed in April, 1719. 
In Anſwer to the Neceſſity of an ae 
tion. 

A Dialogue in Vindication of our pre- 
ſent Liturgy and Service, &c. Printed for 
J. Bettenham and T. \Bitkerton, and publi- 
ſhed in May, 1719. In Anſwer to the Plain- 
riff s Charge diſprov'd, &c. | 
The Controverſy: about reſtoring ſome 

Prayers, &c. ſummed up. Printed for 
7. Bickerton,' and Er in Fuly, 1719. 
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70 al Letter from the Reverend Mr. Chatles 
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4055 concerningithe New Separation. Pub- 
liſhed in July," 1719. and ſald by 7. Mor- 
he w. 5 . 
An Anſwer to a Letter from tlie Reyer- 
1 Mr. Charles Leſſey, &c. Printed: for 
9. Morphe, and publiſned in Auguſt, 1719. 
Vino Euchatiſtico aqua neceſſario admiiſ- 
1 Auctore Loma Waghtaffe:s EA A. 
Publiſhed in September, 1719. In Anſwer 
to Mr. Drake's, Vino Eucbariftico Aqua 
non neceſſario admiſcenda. Soldiby:R Kings” 
A Collection of the principal Littirgies 
Ad by the Chriſtian Church in the: Cele- 
bration of the Holy Euchariſt, &c. with 
a Diſſertation upon them, &c. by Tho. (Brett, 
L. L. D. Printed for R. King, and {pub- 
liſhed iD September, 1719. 2784 
Mr. Lefley's Defence from ſome erroneous 


| and dangerous Principles advanced in a 


ww 


Letter ſaid to have been written by him, 
c. Printed for J. Morphew, and rd 
in October, 1719. bi 

A farther Proof of the Neceſſity of Tra- 
dition to explain and interpret the Holy 
Scriptures, &c. By Tho. Brett, L. L. D. 
Printed for R. King, and publiſhed: in No- 
vember, 1719. In Anſwer to Part of the 
No juſt Grounds. 

Mr. Colier's Deſertion diſcuſs d, &c. The 
Second Edition, with conſiderable Enlarge- 


ments. Printed ſor V. Boreham, and * 


* 


liſned in Jauuary, 1719-20: | 

Reflections upon modern Fanaricifes" in 
Two Letters, to — Brett, and the Author 
of a late Pamphlet ironically intitled Mr. 


Leſteys Defence, &c. By Matthias Earkery, 


PFresbyter of the Church i of England. Pub- 
I ſhed 


* 


t wy © 

liſhed ; in April, 1720. and ſold by 7. Mor 

he wu. 
f An Abridgment of hs Controverſy; ec. . 
Printed for J. Morpheu, and ppbüiden in 
| April, 1720. | 

The- Reaſonableneſs and Neceſßty offome — I 
Practices of the Ræfor mation of the Church - 
of England, &c. By the Author of the A 
Neceſſity of an Alteration," &c. Pringeg fox 
R. King. In anſwer to Part of the N. juſt 
Grounds, and the New e the 
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0 0 K 8 late! ly Fuer fo 
Richard King, at the Prince's 
Arms in St. Paul's Church Tard. 
L . HE Trinity in Unity Vindicated, 
and the following Queſtions an- 
ſwer' d. 1. Which was the higheſt Exalta- 
tion of Humanity of Jeſus Chriſt, for it to 
be ſo united to the ſupreme God (or. as the 
Athanaſian Creed expreſſes it, taken into 
God) as that it, aud the ſupreme God, which 
it is united to, do Conſtitute but one indivi- 
dual Perſon ; or for it to be exalted at the 
Right Hand of the ſupreme God. 2. When 
the Humanity of Jeſus Chriſt was thus uni- 
ted to, or taken unto the ſupreme God, muſt 
it not be again ſeparated from, or taken out 
"> of bimy"befqre it could be capable of being 
- exalted at 5 Right Hand Together with 
an Ode upon the Creation, in Imitation 
of the firſt Chapter of Geneſis, &c. By 


Richard Roots, A. M. Rector of Chilmark 
in Wilts. pr. 1s, * 


II. The Doctrine of the Church of Rome 
Concerning Purgatory, proved to be con- 
trary to Catholick Tradition, and in- 
conſiſtent ah the neceſſary Duty of 

Pray- 


r 


Praying for the Dead, as practis d in the | 


Ancient Church. By Mr. Thomas Deacon, 
Prieſt. Prove all Things Hold faſt that 
Wer is good, 1 Theſ. v. 21 Pt 2 „ 


11. T he " Upcedfonableneſs. of Daily. or 
the Certainty - of à Divine Revelation, 


evinc'd from the Dictates of Reaſon in 


General, and the Evidence of our Holy 


Chriſtian Faith in particular, with; ſome 
Reflexions on our modern Pretenders to 


to Free- thinking. Alſo: modern Pleas” 


for Anarchy and Rebellion, revived - 


Or a 5 Examination of the Sen- 


ſes of S. Peter and S. Paul, concerni 
the Meaſures of Submiſſion to che Civil 
Power. By Joſeph Smith. , 


| Nulos eſſe, Deos inane 1 83 

Aſfirmat SELIUS : probatque, guod fe 

| Fetum, dum Ae, hacy evidet beatum. 
(Martial. Pr. 4 8. 


— 


IV. The Church Catechiſm, with ; 
Proofs taken from the Words of Scripture 
only, after a new Method. pr. 2d. and 
12 5, per Hundred. 


v. The Chriſtian Defence againſt the Fears 
of Death, with Directions how to die 
well. Written originally in French by 
Charles Drellingcourt, and Abridg'd from 
the laſt Edition by John Spavan, M. A. 
With a true Acconnt of Mrs. Veal's Ap- 
parition to Mrs. Bargrave. pr. 1 f. 6 d. 
in Sheep, and 2 f. in Calf. 

VI. The laſt Day. A Poem in 12 Books. 


By the — Bulkeley, Eſq. of Clare Hat, | 
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VII GholceObſerrations upon t the 4 of 
2 Painting; together with Vaſari s Lives bf! 

e the moſt eminent Painters from Cimabone 
to the Time of - Raphael and Michael 
Kae ' with an Explanation of the dif- 

Terms. pr. 6 s l. 
63. 213b 4571 niabom do go ane 
VIII. The Memoiries of Major Alexan⸗ 
der Ramkias a Highland Officer, now in 
Priſon at Avignon: Being an Account of 
[ſeveral — Adventuers during 
about 28 Tears Service in ros lan Gin 
many, Italy, Flanders and. Irelrnd; exlii- 
biting a very agreeable and inſtructive 
Leſſon of Human Life, both in Publick 
and Private Capacity, in ſeveral pleaſant 
Inſtances of his Amours, Gallantry, Oe- 
© cohomy, &c. pr 15. 


IX The Heroick Friendſhip 2 yrs 4 
Ey the late Mr. 8 Pr. 17 6 45057 
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